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Figure i: Title page and plate CXXIII from L. P. di Cesnola, A Descriptive Atlas
of the Cesnola Collection of Cypriote Antiquities in the Metropolitan Museum of
Art, New York (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1885) (Archive.org, CC
BY 3.0).

INTRODUCTION
The Birth and Development of the Archaeological Catalogue
From antiquarian travel journals and monumental folio collections to
contemporary scientific investigations in serial reports and peer-reviewed
journals, the publication and presentation of archaeological material
recovered from excavations has been at the core of the discipline since
its inception in the 19th century. The artifact catalogue (fig. i), replete
with descriptive formal analyses, brought to life by photographs and
illustrations, exemplifies a rich and venerable tradition in publication
that spans more than three centuries. Throughout this long history, illustrations and, later, photographs became more seamlessly integrated with
texts as publishing technology evolved (Pillsbury 2012: 6). In her study
of Roman copies of Greek original sculptures, Miranda Marvin (2008:
56–144) traced the development of artifact catalogues from their origins
(celebrating Early Modern collections as self-aggrandizing reflections
of aristocratic owners) to the systematic organization and presentation
of antiquity made possible by 19th-century innovations in technology
(photography), the critical methods in philology and art history that
accompanied the development of Altertumswissenschaft, and the first
“big digs” in Mediterranean lands (see also Whitley 2001: 129–36). As
early as 1782, a catalogue of sculpture in the Museo Pio Clementino in
Rome was produced by Ennio Quirino Visconti, whose entries were “the
first for ancient art that read like modern ones. Each begins with the provenance of the work, identifies it through iconography, discusses its formal
qualities, relates it to similar works, indicates modern restorations, and
includes a large and handsome engraving” (Marvin 2008: 129). The basic
presentation structure and “academic” concerns of Visconti remained
essentially unchanged 130 years later when H. Stuart Jones (1912) published his catalogue of sculptures in the Museo Capitolino; his entries
combined images (black-and-white photographs in separate plates) with
title, dimensions, material, state of preservation, descriptive commentary,
provenience, and bibliography. And, almost a century later, publications
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such as Nikolaos Kaltsas’s (2002) lavishly illustrated, color catalogue of
the sculpture in the National Archaeological Museum in Athens attest to
the stamina of this long-standing tradition in artifact presentation (for
problems with the archaeological monograph tradition, see Opitz 2018).
Not surprisingly, given the flurry of archaeological activity that
commenced in 19th-century Cyprus and continues to this day (Goring
1988; Karageorghis 2015; Tatton-Brown 2001; Toumazou and Counts
2011: 68–69), the publication of Cypriot artifacts mirrors the general
development of archaeological catalogues in Europe as they moved
from “antiquarian” to “academic.” For example, the Cesnola Collection
of the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York was first published in
a late 19th-century mode of lavishly produced folios by Luigi Palma di
Cesnola (1885–1903). The same collection later received a more scientific organization and critical analysis by J. L. Myers (1914). Definitive,
proper treatments of this important collection were only more recently
compiled: a general overview of selected artifacts in 2000 (Karageorghis
2000), followed by a series of catalogues focusing on specific artifact types
(limestone sculpture [Hermary and Mertens 2015], terracotta sculpture
[Karageorghis et al. 2018], and glass [Lightfoot 2017]). The cataloguing
of the significant holdings of Cypriot limestone sculpture in the British
Museum followed a similar path. Beginning in 1878, R. H. Lang provided an account of his excavations at Idalion, including a catalogue of
selected pieces, which would eventually be accessioned by the British
Museum, illustrated with drawings and brief commentaries (Lang 1878).
Fifty years later, the collection received its first comprehensive catalogue
by F. N. Pryce (1931), who included standard artifact data coupled with
professional, standardized, black-and-white photography. More recently,
Pamela Gaber (1986) and Reinhard Senff (1993) republished the sculptures in monographs, providing much-needed, critical assessments of the
collection. At both institutions, web platforms now offer digital access
and open-use, downloadable images to users across the globe. Another
important project, which rather auspiciously straddles the 19th and 20th
centuries, was the organization and cataloguing of the Cyprus Museum
in Nicosia by Myres and Max Ohnefalsch-Richter (1899). In addition to
bringing order to the new museum’s holdings, the catalogue also represented a rigorous attempt to apply a scientific classification system to
the collection while, significantly, linking style and typology to sites and
archaeological contexts.
The most critical moment for the history of artifact catalogues in
Cypriot archaeology, however, was the publication of extensive archaeological reports by the Swedish Cyprus Expedition (SCE), whose
excavations occurred from 1934 to 1937 with a series of monumental
volumes appearing in the following decades. In addition to establishing a standard typological system for Cypriot material culture, the SCE
linked objects to narrative accounts of excavations and archaeological
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contexts, while at the same time placing the island’s material culture
within a broader historical milieu. Mention should also be made of the
Herculean efforts of the A. G. Leventis Foundation to publish collections
of Cypriot antiquities worldwide from Dublin to St. Petersburg and the
equally important Corpus of Cypriote Antiquities in the series Studies in
Mediterranean Archaeology (Karageorghis 2015; see also the comments
in Counts 2001: 130–49).
Artifact catalogues have thus acted as the primary agents for the
visualization and interpretation of the archaeological record by not only
providing supplements to written analyses, but also building significant
sources of comparative data (for the evolution of illustrated archaeological publication more generally, see Pillsbury 2012: 23–25). Nevertheless,
traditional print catalogue models lay bare two significant drawbacks that
limit their use as primary research tools. On the one hand, commercial
and academic presses increasingly pass along the high, at time prohibitive, costs of publishing fully illustrated print volumes to authors (and,
of course, ultimately the consumer). In this type of publication model,
front-end expenses, small print runs, and high price tags combine to limit
access to specialists and research libraries. On the other hand, such volumes, which present fixed, 2D visual data, are now being asked to respond
to the digital turn in archaeological data collection and recording, especially new modes of access (nonlinear and linked) as well as new ways of
imaging artifacts and sites for presentation in both public and scholarly
fora (Opitz 2018; Opitz et al. 2016; Sapirstein 2017). In short, there is an
increasing awareness and demand for more dynamic publications that
integrate 3D illustrations as data, not merely as representations. John
Rick (2012: 416) summarizes the radical potential of digital illustration:
“Far beyond some simple geometric increase in resolution, accuracy, or
some other quality, the move into dimensional modeling capabilities has
the potential to change modes of data acquisition, analysis, illustration,
and publication, and indeed the overall structure of the research process.”
The first drawback has been addressed by the increasing adoption of
open-access policies in scholarly research (although, admittedly, there are
often subvention costs associated with open-access; see Opitz 2018) and
the exploration of more dynamic forms of digital publishing. Traditional
artifact catalogues can now be published print-on-demand and distributed for cost via third parties, while simultaneously made available for
free digital download or viewing (e.g., Halbertsma and Pilides 2019; Hermary and Mertens 2015; Karageorghis et al. 2018; see also Counts 2017).
In the case of this monograph, it is especially gratifying that this project was supported by a Research Growth Initiative (RGI) grant through
the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee; in essence, public funds led to
the creation and dissemination of open-access knowledge. The second
drawback to traditional catalogues has been more difficult to allay. A shift
away from 2D visualization not only requires new tools and methods of
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capturing artifact data, but also necessitates dynamic new platforms for
dissemination (for the pros and cons of print versus digital publishing, see
Rick 2012: 417–18).
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A New Approach
Visualizing Votive Practice represents an innovative, problem-oriented
approach to publishing archaeological material that seeks to build a more
robust platform for scholarly study and interaction with 3D data. To move
away from the static, and often detached and mono-vocal, models of 2D
presentation found in printed artifact catalogues, we created an interactive and stable open-access digital publication of a selection of limestone
and terracotta sculptures recovered from the Athienou Archaeological
Project’s excavations of the sanctuary at Athienou-Malloura, Cyprus. In
addition to the standard formal description, contextual information, and
brief analysis that accompanies each artifact, the catalogue incorporates
3D digital models of the artifact through multiple visualization platforms
that allow user-friendly manipulation and study. The publication has
three components (see “How to Use This Book” below for more details):
(1) this digital monograph in 3D PDF format that retains a traditional
print publication framework but, significantly, is born digital and
published open access;
(2) the catalogue (Chapter 3) published in this PDF is also published
online by Open Context, which allows users to query the database,
explore linked data, and view and download high-resolution 3D
models through a built-in visualizer; and
(3) high-resolution 3D models uploaded to Sketchfab, which provides
a public-facing point of access to the objects and also offers a more
photo-realistic visualization of the sculptures with key features annotated.
Photo-realistic 3D digital models supplement other forms of data (e.g.,
description, context, date, commentary), providing new information for
researchers not available through 2D images alone. These 3D models can
be actively used by researchers compared to more static forms of study
from 2D representations. For example, since 3D models of artifacts created using structured light technology retain the absolute geometry of the
original artifact, they can be digitally measured using tools available in
visualization software. One can adjust lighting conditions or turn off the
photo-texture to accentuate variations in surface details, such as subtleties of carving/modeling, toolmarks, or fingerprints that might otherwise
be invisible from a fixed angle or lighting source. Significantly, users are
granted 100% access to each artifact through rotation and zoom at any
scale, providing unlimited remote investigation in more depth than a
photograph. The implications for secondary research applications are
immense. In the end, this publication is a traditional catalogue (which,
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as a primary mode of disseminating archaeological data, has admittedly
not lost much of its practical advantages) enhanced by a hybrid, digital
format.
The objects used in this publication represent a sample of the dominant types and styles of figural votive offerings dedicated at the sanctuary
of Athienou-Malloura in south-central Cyprus. The total number of limestone and terracotta votive fragments is in the thousands, and the full
assemblage will be published in subsequent AAP excavation final volumes. This publication, however, is an experiment in publishing a small,
yet representative corpus of AAP’s limestone and terracotta sculptures
with 3D models. That some of the objects have been published previously
provides a unique opportunity to consider the ways in which viewer interaction with 3D models differs from 2D presentation, but also creates an
unprecedented experience and access that one might argue is only one
step removed from holding the artifacts in one’s own hand. Exploring this
method of publishing with a small sample has allowed us to consider best
practices for the final publication, dissemination, and archiving of 3D
data, and serves as a stepping-stone for the comprehensive publication
of 30 years of excavation by AAP. This is not the final publication of the
sculpture from the site, but rather it serves an entry point to a particular
assemblage of archaeological material. The full range of AAP’s research
and data will be published in final excavation reports. Still, our hope is
that this experimental volume will help determine the best way to include
3D data in the final reports, while at the same time promoting more
innovative ways to publish the large and diverse corpus of sculptures
excavated from the site. As 3D representational technologies continue to
become more accurate and accessible, the publication platform we have
established here will allow for future artifact models to be added to the
digital collection.
The publication of a 3D image archive for a selection of the Malloura
sculptures counteracts two significant obstacles to their study: (1) the
sheer number of fragments makes repeated observation of each fragment
time-consuming and hinders our ability to match joins and make other
stylistic/typological links within the assemblage; and (2) accessibility is
limited by the fact that, with the exception of a small group of objects
displayed in the Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, all AAP
artifacts are accessioned and stored in a local archaeological museum in
Cyprus. These obstacles are of course common for the study of any archaeological artifacts; as a result, developing guidelines and best practices for
the dissemination of 3D data is imperative. Our hope is that publishing
this small catalogue as open and digital, while at the same time establishing an avenue for the publication of 3D models and their metadata, will
provide a template for future archaeological publications and, more specifically, take a step forward in the centuries-long development of artifact
catalogues.
As noted above, 3D visualization technologies have emerged as essen-
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tial tools for providing public and scholarly access to the material culture
of the past. For example, a recent project utilized 3D models of terracotta figurines from the House of Orpheus, Nea Paphos (Cyprus) not only
for digital storage of artifact data, but also for alternative public engagements (through virtual reality) with material culture (Papantoniou et al.
2017). Not surprisingly, equipped with innovative technologies, born-digital data, and stable, digital archives, researchers in the humanities and
sciences are exploring new publication models. In particular, the possibilities for publication of archaeological data are expanding alongside
the adoption of 3D visualization tools. For example, a growing number
of academic journals (e.g., Advances in Archaeological Practice, Antiquity, Digital Applications in Archaeology and Cultural Heritage, Internet
Archaeology, Studies in Digital Heritage, and the Journal of Field Archaeology) now publish 3D models to supplement articles, and a few select
publishers (e.g., University of Michigan Press, White Rose University
Press) are currently publishing 3D models as supplemental material to
traditional print and digital publication. Still, the difficulty in publishing 3D data in a user-accessible, integrated, peer-reviewed, archival, and
reproducible way remains challenging even as the potential of 3D models to enhance the documentation and analysis of archaeological material
grows (e.g., Opitz 2018; Opitz et al. 2016; Štular and Štuhec 2015; Tringham 2004; Trimgham and Stevanović 2012). Visualizing Votive Practice
is an attempt to leverage a broad range of digital tools and platforms to
rethink how archaeological material can be presented in an open and
accessible manner. In many ways, the variety of user interfaces—from
PDF to digital repository to popular web-based 3D platform—reflects the
collaborative nature of the monograph publication team, which includes
AAP, The Digital Press of the University of North Dakota, and Open Context.
Organization of the Book
Chapter 1 presents the context of the votive objects: the rural sanctuary
at Athienou-Malloura in the Malloura Valley excavated by AAP. Since
excavations are ongoing, this introduction presents research and results
in progress and necessarily builds upon more comprehensive reports that
have recently been published. Because the limestone and terracotta sculptures presented in this catalogue were discovered through the excavation
of the Malloura sanctuary, an overview of the site, its chronology and
development over time, as well as the disposition, use, and afterlife of the
votive statuary dedicated there provides essential background information for the objects presented in the catalogue (Chapter 3).
Chapter 2 introduces the reader to some of the nuances of Cypriot
sculpture as the subject of scholarly inquiry. Following a discussion of
the reception of Cypriot limestone and terracotta sculpture in 19th- and

How to Use This Book
On its surface, this monograph reproduces the experience of many
archaeological volumes: the PDF simply puts into digital form what
would normally occupy the pages of a traditional artifact catalogue. Yet,
just as archaeology has responded to new digital tools and methods that
shape how data are collected, analyzed, and stored, archaeological publications must also respond and take advantage of new digital data and
methods of dissemination. These new approaches to publication, such as
this monograph, inevitably become a complex web of linked information
that can be difficult to navigate. Not only can this network of informa-
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20th-century scholarship, particular attention is given to the importance of medium (limestone and clay). On the one hand, questions of
style/typology, production, and distribution are inextricably linked to
materials; on the other hand, the differences in material has meant that
limestone and terracotta have been published separately despite the clear
parallels in placement, function, and meaning.
Chapter 3 presents the catalogue of 50 limestone and terracotta
votive sculptures. Each entry includes artifact measurements, contextual
information, a formal description, brief commentary, and bibliography.
The embedded 3D model provides enhanced visual interaction with each
object. The 3D models that are embedded in this PDF are scaled-down,
low-resolution versions of the original artifact scan. The reason for this is
usability: to keep the file sizes manageable for use on a variety of devices.
For readers wanting more detailed, higher-resolution models, each catalogue entry provides a link to the same models published on two different
platforms: Open Context and Sketchfab. While this publication provides
traditional dissemination of archaeological data, the multiple platforms
used to present these data provide a more immersive research experience.
To make the best use of the different platforms, please refer to “How to
Use This Book” below.
Chapter 4 offers some background on the history of visualization in
archaeology and how our 3D initiative fits into this long tradition. This
overview provides the epistemological context for AAP’s creation of 3D
models and offers a critical discussion of the efficacy of digital 3D artifact
models in scholarship. Questions that address broader issues of representation, reproduction, authenticity, and authorship, as they pertain to the
production and publication of 3D artifact models, are also explored.
The book concludes with a brief discussion about the future of digital
publication in the academy. We situate our own publication in a broader
framework of 21st-century academic publication that has the potential
to utilize the many benefits that digital platforms offer scholarship, while
also acknowledging the challenges that accompany these transitions in
archaeological publication.
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tion be accessed from multiple entry points leading to an organic, linked,
reader experience, but the data itself can be mined and consumed using
tools along a host of diverse digital pathways. Accordingly, we have put
together this how-to section that previews how the content of our book
is organized and presented—from a user’s perspective—with the ultimate
goal of helping the reader successfully maximize the monograph’s potential. Three engines drive the reader’s experience:
(1) The digital monograph in the form of a 3D PDF: https://thedigitalpress.org/VVP/
(2) The Open Context online database publication of the catalogue with
high-resolution 3D models: https://opencontext.org/projects/116-visualizing-votive-practice-exploring-limestone-and-te
(3) The Athienou Archaeological Project’s Sketchfab collection with
high-resolution, annotated 3D models: https://sketchfab.com/AthienouArchaeologicalProject.
These platforms are designed to work together, each provides the user
with a different mode of accessing and digesting information. While
effortless movement from one platform to the other is intended, the information is structured differently.
The Digital Monograph
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The digital monograph is the most holistic and traditional presentation
of the Malloura artifacts. It includes not only a full catalogue of the 50
votives, but also chapters that introduce the Malloura sanctuary, explore
terracota and limestone votives more generally, and summarize the history
of visualization in archaeology and the details of AAP’s digital initiative.
Interaction with this digital monograph will be fairly straightforward; it
is formatted in the mode of traditional print monographs, which leads
the user through a linear progression from title page and table of contents to chapters and appendices. The enhanced functionality of a digital
PDF platform, however, also allows users to: move in and out of chapters; search and find key terms; access internal and external hyperlinks
to comparative information; and, most importantly, manipulate the 3D
models directly in the PDF (no internet is necessary). To keep the size of
the digital monograph reasonable for ease of use on a variety of devices,
only low-resolution 3D models are included to preview each artifact. Each
entry, however, contains links to access high-resolution models published
on the two online platforms.
In the catalogue section of this digital monograph, each artifact entry
includes a 3D visualization of the artifact. To access the embedded model,
the user must use Adobe Acrobat Reader which can be downloaded here:
https://get.adobe.com/reader/. Other PDF readers do not have the ability to read 3D PDFs. To ensure that the 3D model can be viewed, the
document must be “Trusted” by the user’s computer and the embedded

Open Context Online Database
To supplement and complement the digital monograph, there is a concurrent publication of the catalogue through Open Context. This online
publication presents the catalogue’s associated metadata in a stable,
searchable, and linked database. Each Open Context catalogue entry mir-
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3D window must be activated by clicking on it. Once active, the user can
manipulate the 3D model in any direction and zoom in and out. The background color of the visualization can also be changed — we recommend
choosing a dark background for contrast with the surface features of the
model. For variations on the object views, the toolbar for the 3D viewer
provides different lighting and shading options. Additionally, one of the
most useful features in this viewer is the measuring tool, which allows the
user to measure (in mm) any aspect of the model. Since these 3D models
were produced using a structured light system, the surface geometry captured is absolute, and therefore this tool provides accurate measurement.
All of these features (manipulation, zoom ability, various lightings, and
the measurement tool) allow researchers to use these models in a more
robust way than the typical photograph or illustration that accompanies
traditional catalogues.
As noted above, the 3D models used in this digital monograph are
of a lower resolution than the original models created through FlexScan3D. For example, the original model created for AAP-AM-4929
contains 1,100,933 faces, while the model used in this PDF contains
49,999 faces. During the production of the models used in this monograph, the high-resolution models were decimated in order to lower their
file sizes. The lower-resolution models still maintain the integrity of data
from the original object for research purposes, and this smaller file allows
the digital monograph to be read and accessed off-line on a variety of
devices. Due to the limitations of these lower-resolution models and the
Adobe 3D visualizer, however, we link to Open Context and Sketchfab for
higher-resolution visualizations of each object. The Open Context links
go directly to each individual published artifact record online, where
one can view the same catalogue information and view and download a
high-resolution model. Each visualization software displays the original
models differently; we believe the Sketchfab visualizer showcases the 3D
artifact models the most realistically. For closer, in-depth examination
of each model, we strongly encourage readers to click the Sketchfab link
provided.
In addition, there are links to both internal (elsewhere in the publication) and external locations. Links inserted throughout the catalogue
entries in both the digital monograph and the Open Context publication
connect to comparanda in various museums (e.g., MMA, Louvre, BM)
when available online. Additionally, chronological periods, sites, and
descriptive terms used are linked to external sources (PeriodO, Pleiades,
and Getty Research Institute), providing the reader with metadata.
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rors the data presented in the digital monograph, but in database form
and with a link to a high-resolution model at the bottom of each record
that allows for enhanced viewing. Unlike the digital monograph, the Open
Context publication can be continually updated and expanded as future
final AAP publications appear. As with the 3D PDF, the 3D viewer used in
Open Context (3DHOP) allows users to manipulate the model by changing the view, zooming in and out, measuring, and altering the lighting
conditions. Users can additionally download the higher-resolution model
from this site (as a Wavefront OBJ file). The 3D data published through
Open Context are archived in a digital repository (the California Digital
Library) and each entry is given a unique persistent identifier (Archival
Resource Key, or ARK) for stable hosting and individual citation. Moreover, the Open Context publication uses Linked Open Data (LOD), which
ties content to museum collections and research data and allows a network of users to publish and communicate certain types of archaeological
information (places, periods, terms, etc.) using the same language even if
they are bound, individually, to a different vocabulary (Kansa 2014). The
important principle is that it is not enough to simply put archaeological
data online. Rather, it needs to connect to a larger web of information.
This model of open data is particularly appealing because it distributes
the onus of archiving and maintenance across institutions and allows new
datasets to be continuously integrated into the larger collection of data
(see the ARIADNEplus research infrastructure as one example of this).
Thus, like the digital monograph, the data within the entries connect to
existing external data.
Sketchfab
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The final component of this publication is the presentation of high-resolution models on Sketchfab. Sketchfab is a popular platform for sharing,
buying, and selling 3D models online and many museums and archaeological projects have uploaded their models to this site. The models are
presented in AAP’s Sketchfab collection with contextual information. The
primary value of this venue is a superior visualization of the models, providing the most photo-realistic viewing platform, as well as the ability to
array all models together in a thumbnail view. An added feature is the use
of annotations that point viewers to specific aspects of each model. The
“Matcap” choice will allow users to view the models without photo-texture. Due to textual limitations in Sketchfab, readers are directed to either
the digital monograph or Open Context for complete archaeological context for each model.

Citation
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Due to the multiple access points to the content of this publication (PDF,
Open Context, Sketchfab), we find it necessary to say a few words about
the citation of this publication. Likewise, it is important to recognize
authorship for both text and image with respect to our sculptures, recognizing the intellectual and subjective input that both require. This digital
monograph PDF is the primary format of the publication since it includes
background chapters in addition to the full catalogue. Information cited
from the text may be cited like any other print publication; chapter
authors are listed in the table of contents and the author(s) of catalogue
entries are listed at the end of each entry. To reference these data in the
Open Context platform, a suggested citation is provided in the top-right
corner of each Open Context entry. For example, when referencing the
catalogue entry for AAP-AM-4360 on Open Context, the following citation is suggested:
Averett, Erin, D.B. Counts, and Kevin Garstki. Released 2020.
“Catalogue Entry for AAP-AM-4360, Quadriga Chariot Group.”
In Visualizing Votive Practice: Exploring Limestone and Terracotta Sculpture from Athienou-Malloura through 3D Models, D. B.
Counts, E. W. Averett, K. J. Garstki, and M. K. Toumazou. Open
Context
(https://opencontext.org/subjects/9aff8812-9aef-45618db6-7ba7d065f3af )
To reference the 3D model of AAP-AM-4360 specifically (rather than the
catalogue entry itself ), please use the following citation:
Garstki, K. J. Released 2020. “3D Model for AAP-AM-4360,
Quadriga Chariot Group.” In Visualizing Votive Practice: Exploring Limestone and Terracotta Sculpture from Athienou-Malloura
through 3D Models, D. B. Counts, E. W. Averett, K. J. Garstki,
and M. K. Toumazou. Open Context (https://opencontext.org/
media/892c8d8e-14f1-4305-b180-2d0b81baaf9d)
Because of our concern with digital persistence and maintaining our
data within a stable repository, we recommend that researchers restrict
citations to the digital monograph (PDF) or Open Context. If one feels it
necessary to reference the 3D model that appears in Sketchfab, it should
be accompanied by a citation to one of these more stable publications.
Finally, on a related note, endnotes, where appropriate, provide
perma.cc URIs (Uniform Resource Identifiers) for externally linked
online sources to archive them and make them permanently accessible to
readers in the case of link rot.
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This publication strategy allows us to have our cake and eat it too. The
digital monograph retains the unified and linear structure, as well as the
familiar narrative, of a print volume, but allows for embedded, lower-resolution 3D models that can be manipulated by users without the need
for specialized software or internet access. The Open Context component permits a stable archive for full-resolution models that are available
for viewing or downloading while also providing de-structured, open,
and linked data that can be queried, manipulated, and mined. Finally,
Sketchfab provides a high-quality viewing experience that complements
the full presentation of data through the digital monograph and Open
Context publication. As you navigate through Visualizing Votive Practice,
we encourage making use of these additional features outlined above to
enhance interaction with the material. In this way, our publication contributes to the new and dynamic avenues that archaeological research can
be published and disseminated in robust, open, and user-friendly ways.

CHAPTER 1
VISUALIZING VOTIVE PRACTICE IN THE
SANCTUARY OF ATHIENOU-MALLOURA
Derek B. Counts, Erin Walcek Averett,
Kevin Garstki, and Michael K. Toumazou
The Athienou Archaeological Project:
A Brief History and Background of Investigations
The Athienou Archaeological Project has undertaken both systematic
excavation and pedestrian survey in the Malloura Valley in the fertile
Mesaoria plain in south-central Cyprus for three decades, beginning in
1990 (figs. 1.1 and 1.2). Although the project’s results await final publication, AAP’s research goals and preliminary findings have been published
in a series of interim reports (Toumazou et al. 1992, 1996, 1998, 2015),
peer-reviewed articles covering a variety of topics related to our work, and
an edited volume of 27 specialist essays (Toumazou et al. 2011). The site
of Athienou-Malloura was in use for nearly 3,000 years, beginning in the
early first millennium BCE. Our investigations have unearthed domestic,
religious, and funerary contexts, with an impressive assemblage of material remains that demonstrate the nature and extent of human activity
across the rural landscape of the Malloura Valley (Toumazou et al. 2011,
2015). Exploitation of the natural landscape for resource extraction and
lithic production has been traced back to the Aceramic Neolithic (9500–
5800 BCE) based on material recovered from five sites identified by
survey (Kardulias and Yerkes 2011: 112–13). More permanent occupation
of the valley did not begin until the eighth century BCE, when ceramic
evidence suggests that the sanctuary was founded and began its more
than 1,000-year history (in use well into the Roman period) as a locus
for religious activity in the area (Toumazou and Counts 2011: 75–78; Toumazou et al. 2015: 206–16). Both excavation and survey have mapped a
significant settlement history beginning at least by the first century BCE
and continuing into the modern era (with the exception of a break during
the period of the Arab conflict, 647–965 CE); settlement evidence is
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complemented by funerary remains in various locations around the valley
that feature both rock- and earth-cut tombs, including some impressive
chamber tombs, between the CA and Roman periods, but also as late as
the Venetian period. The Venetian cemetery is part of a local renaissance
in the Malloura Valley also evidenced by both an industrial facility and
domestic structures (Toumazou and Counts 2011: 79–84). Finally, resurvey aimed at pinpointing long-term changes in settlement and use from
antiquity to the present has illustrated the rapidity of contemporary landscape transformation in the valley (Toumazou et al. 2015: 216–18).
From the start, AAP structured its investigations around a series
of research questions that use archaeological data to explore local reactions to intra- and extra-regional forces and to observe how the material
culture of the area manifests negotiations, concessions, and even resistance to foreign elements exerting pressure on the valley and the island
throughout its history. At the heart of this approach has been a focus on
regional analyses. As noted by P. N. Kardulias and colleagues (2011: 2):
“Regional studies start with the premise that individual sites exist within
a complex physical and cultural landscape and that study of individual
sites, while important and necessary, is not sufficient to understand fully
how people operate in the world.” Thus, AAP’s focus has been on the
landscape as a dynamic phenomenon that requires us to understand both
local and regional forces as well as natural and cultural events over time.
This regional focus has also allowed AAP to consider how topographical
and ecological factors potentially impacted subsistence strategies, craft
production, and group affiliations or to discern how the inhabitants of
Malloura, at different times, were integrated into larger economic, sociopolitical, and religious systems.
Recognition of Cypriot agency in the negotiation of external pressures
and the long-term maintenance of local systems has characterized many
recent studies in Cypriot archaeology. Andres Reyes (1994: 4–5) pioneered this effort with his synthesis of CA material culture, but innovative
methodological and theoretical approaches have been especially prevalent over the last 10–15 years (e.g., Counts 2006, 2008, 2010a, 2010b,
2014; Fourrier 2007, 2013; Gordon 2012; Iacovou 2006, 2007, 2008;
Knapp 2008; Papantoniou 2012a, 2012b, 2013a, 2013b, 2013c, 2016;
Voskos and Knapp 2008; and contributions in BASOR 370 [2013]). Such
studies have revealed a more complex—and arguably more nuanced—
picture of the many ways ancient Cypriots responded to the world around
them. In many ways, Cypriot sanctuaries, like the rural sanctuary at
Athienou-Malloura, are ideal locations to track these various transactions. Ritual behaviors and the organization of space are key indices of
change, negotiation, and resistance, as are the visual markers recorded
on objects such as limestone and terracotta statuary dedicated within the
sacred temenos (Counts 2008: 15–23; Papantoniou 2012a: 15–21).
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Figure 1.1: Map of the eastern Mediterranean showing the location of Cyprus as
well as other sites mentioned in the text. (Map by K. Garstki, 2019)
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Figure 1.2: Map of Cyprus showing Athienou-Malloura and other sites mentioned in the text. (Map by K. Garstki, 2019)
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Figure 1.3: Plan of the Athienou-Malloura sanctuary. (Plan by R. Breuker, 2013;
updated by K. Garstki, 2019)
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Figure 1.4: Cross section of a 20th-century looter’s pit in a baulk in the eastern
part of the sanctuary.

The Rural Sanctuary at Athienou-Malloura
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The excavations of the Malloura sanctuary have revealed an extensive
history of use from the eighth century BCE to the fourth century CE (Toumazou et al. 2015: 206–16) (fig. 1.3). The artifact assemblage includes
ceramic vessels and lamps, coins, faunal remains, incense burners, and
other cult objects. Most importantly, we have recovered over 4,500 fragments of limestone and terracotta sculpture, a selection of which forms
the core of this publication. The sculptures depict human, divine, and
animal figures that range in size from several centimeters to over-life-size
(Averett 2011; Counts 1998, 2011b).
The sanctuary was first investigated in 1862 by the French architect Edmond Duthoit, who accompanied Ernest Renan on his Mission
de Phénicie; Renan’s mission included an expedition to Cyprus directed
by Melchior de Vogüé (Bonato 1999; Counts 1998: 51–56, 2011a: 45–49;
Hermary 1988, 1989a: 14–16, 1990b: 9; Severis and Bonato 1999).
Duthoit’s excavations at Malloura and nearby Golgoi-Ayios Photios never
received proper publication; the only information about this early work
comes from a series of personal correspondences between Duthoit and de
Vogüé (Foucart-Borville 1985) and between de Vogüé and Renan (Vogüé
1862a, 1862b), as well as investigative work at the Louvre that matched
original labels to limestone sculptures (Hermary 1988). In fact, the core
of Cypriot limestone sculptures in the Louvre come from Duthoit’s investigations in the Athienou region at Malloura and Golgoi-Ayios Photios
(Hermary 1989a: 14–19). The sanctuary at Malloura was rediscovered by
Michael Toumazou and AAP during excavations in 1991 (Toumazou 1991:
52; Toumazou et al. 1992: 20) and work has continued in this area until
today. The primary goals have included elucidating the spatial and temporal extent of the sacred precinct; investigating the nature of the cult
and the deities worshipped throughout the history of the sanctuary’s use;
placing the sanctuary within its local, regional, and broader contexts with
respect to its role in sociopolitical, economic, religious, and artistic activities; and, finally, shedding some light on the sanctuary’s patrons and their
activities.
Excavations, however, have been challenging due to the extensive
disturbance at the site from Duthoit’s unrecorded excavations and, especially, 20th-century looting primarily in the 1920s/1930s and up until the
1960s (Counts 1998: 57–58; Toumazou 1993: 7), which have left behind
an extensive web of pits (fig. 1.4), some interconnected (pits within pits).
Poignant reminders of this activity have been discovered by AAP, including modern tools such as shovels and knives left in the backfilled pits.
The statuary left by looters in this backfill suggests that they did not follow a systematic collection strategy. These pits contained large amounts
of fragmentary ancient material (ceramic vessels, lamps, coins, worked
bone, statuary, etc.)—the discarded remnants of the looting activity after
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choice finds (especially statuary heads, complete figures, or any valuable
artifact; see Counts 2011a: 53) were removed for selling. The looters were
mostly working at night and working quickly to avoid discovery. This haphazard digging left many fragments in their backfill that AAP excavations
have subsequently uncovered. The depths of the looters’ pits vary across
the site—a looter’s shovel was discovered approximately 1.5 m deep—
and many of the pits extend into the hard-packed layer associated with
the reorganization of the sanctuary around 300 BCE (see below). The
material found in these pits, therefore, represents secondary or tertiary
contexts, severely limiting our ability to use stratigraphy or the spatial distribution/association of artifacts to build an interpretive framework for
the original placement of artifacts within the sanctuary (Blackwell and
Johnson 2011: 293). Following standard practice, our excavation methods
require the total removal of these disturbed contexts prior to the excavation of undisturbed cultural levels in order to minimize the possibility of
contamination. The complex nature of many of the looters’ pits, which
includes multiple episodes at different times, however, complicates the
methodological precision of this practice in some cases. Notwithstanding this complex stratigraphy, our excavations have revealed a large, rural
sanctuary with multiple phases of use for over a millennium.
The Sanctuary’s Foundation and Earliest Use (CG III/CA I–CC)
The earliest material found at the site consists of CG III and CA I ceramics
(fig. 1.5), suggesting that the sanctuary was founded at this time, although
likely on a modest scale. An eighth-century BCE foundation is consistent with the beginning of new sanctuaries founded across the island at
this time and their perceived role in negotiating relationships between
the island’s independent city-kingdoms, especially at a time when written evidence for contacts between these polities and foreign empires first
appears (Fourrier 2007: 109, 121–24, 2013: 105–13). It is possible that the
CG III and CA I pottery at the sanctuary is indicative of a gradual increase
in activity in the valley in the eighth century BCE (Toumazou et al. 2015:
211–12). No contemporary settlement has been found in the area under
AAP investigation. These oldest strata were found in the westernmost
portion of the excavated sanctuary, likely outside of the temenos constructed in the subsequent CA period (Fourrier 2011: 126; Toumazou et
al. 2015: 211). Unfortunately, the relative lack of early material makes this
the least understood phase at the sanctuary. Likewise, absent any figural
evidence, inscriptions, or associated architectural remains, any attempt
to understand the physical appearance or limits of the sacred space, the
nature of cult activity, or even the patron deity or deities is difficult. It is
not even clear whether this early sacred space contained any architecture or other structures (presumably there was at a minimum an altar)
or whether the earliest levels were destroyed by later remodeling of the
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Figure 1.5: White Painted IC amphora (left) and Bichrome IV pitcher (right), CA
I, from EU 48. Sherd inv. nos. 4803.1 and 4803.2. (Drawings by J. Ravenhurst)
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Figure 1.6: Malloura sanctuary plan (CA II–CC). Large, open structure (red);
smaller structure (blue). (Plan by R. Breuker, 2013; updated by K. Garstki, 2019)
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sanctuary and modern looting activity.
The earliest architecture dates to the CA II and CC periods, and
increased votive activity reveals extensive use of the sanctuary at this time
and provides more information on the nature of the Malloura cult. A series
of robust walls in the southeastern area of the excavated sanctuary indicates a more architecturally defined sacred space, although the exact plan
of this phase is unclear due to the fragmentary state of the walls (fig. 1.6).
In some areas, these walls were constructed directly on bedrock; associated deposits, also lying directly on bedrock, included other CA material,
mostly ceramics and statuary. A rectangular structure (marked in red
on plan, fig. 1.6) in the southwestern portion of the excavated area dates
to the late CA or early CC period (Toumazou and Counts 2011: 76); the
structure is oriented east–west with a preserved enclosed area of at least
100 m2. A circular hearth or altar of a type common in the Late Bronze
and Iron Ages in Cyprus (Petit 2002: 293–94; Webb 1999: 166–69) lay
in the northwest corner. This feature was constructed of upright ceramic
sherds dated to the CA II period (Fourrier 2011: 126–27) enclosed by a
low clay rim and contained evidence of extensive burning inside. To the
north of the large rectangular structure is a smaller structure (ca. 3 × 5 m,
marked blue on the plan, (fig. 1.6) of the similar orientation; it includes
a clay-lined hearth in its southwest corner and the structure is dated by
ceramics to the CA II–CC I. As discussed above, the extensive looting
throughout the site in addition to a major later reorganization (see below)
has obscured many details from this early phase, especially the relationship between the built environment and the activities evidenced through
dedications. Nevertheless, these two structures seem to form a unit based
on their similar dating and orientation.
Beginning in the CA II, however, a significant increase in votive
offerings offers more insight into the nature of the cult and the deities
worshipped in this phase. Handmade terracotta figurines are dedicated
in the hundreds; in fact, almost all terracotta dedications recovered, aside
from a handful of examples, date to this phase. The overwhelming majority depict male types, including votaries, warriors, horse-and-riders, and
chariot groups; there are some examples of larger terracotta statuettes
(up to half life-size) as well. This period also represents the floruit of
dedications in limestone statuary, which range in size from small statuettes to over-life-size statues, that depict the major types common on
the island from the late seventh/early sixth century BCE to the end of the
CC period. The limestone assemblage is also dominated by male types,
most depict votaries. The prevalence of male dedications in terracotta and
limestone suggests, especially in comparison to similar sculpture arrays
at other Cypriot sites, that the sanctuary was dedicated to a male deity or
deities. The limestone corpus includes many divine images that corroborate this. In the absence of ancient literary sources or epigraphic evidence,
this divine iconography offers the clearest iconographical evidence for the
divinities worshipped, even if theonyms are unknown. Cypriot Herakles

Sanctuary Reorganization and Monumentalization
(Hellenistic and Roman)
At the onset of the Hellenistic period, circa 300 BCE, the sanctuary
underwent a major reorganization and expansion. This is a dramatic
chapter in the life and appearance of the temenos, which was physically
transformed. Archaeologically, this moment marks a stratigraphic watershed. The fate of earlier dedications was impacted by the cleaning, new
design and construction, and other choices that determined whether
objects remained visible in the new sanctuary, or were recycled and incorporated into the new construction as part of fill for the new floor or in
new wall construction. The fact that our excavations uncovered earlier
CA and CC votive offerings together with newer dedications in the reconstructed sanctuary strongly suggests that the display of votives old and
new was curated. This late fourth/early third-century BCE reorganization was almost certainly a response to the island’s new political situation.
With the abolition of the autonomous city-states at the end of the fourth
century BCE and the eventual incorporation of the island under the control of the Hellenistic kingdom of the Ptolemies in 294 BCE, significant
political and social changes followed (Gordon et al. 2011: 32–33; Iacovou
2002: 75–77; Papantoniou 2012a). Without extensive textual evidence, it
is difficult to infer the nuances of local responses to this political upheaval,
and it is entirely possible that the Malloura sanctuary reorganization was
somehow a response to these disruptions and political changes. Georgios
Bakalakis suggested that the destruction layers at nearby Golgoi dated
to the end of the fourth century BCE were the result of armed conflict
between Demetrios Poliorketes and Ptolemy I in 306 BCE (Bakalakis
1988: 125–26, 142–60) as the two fought for control over the island.
Infighting among the Diadochoi has also been blamed for the destruction
of the sanctuaries at Amathous, Kition, Tamassos, and Marion (Papantoniou 2013b: 183–84, with references).
Significantly, AAP has not discovered any clear evidence of destruction. Indeed, recent studies by Giorgos Papantoniou have argued
persuasively that while some areas adapted with new changes, others
intentionally kept to traditional social and religious practices perhaps
as a form of resistance or reaction (Papantoniou 2012a: 130–32, 2013a:
44–45, 2013b). While many rural sanctuaries went out of use in the Hellenistic period, others seemed to have flourished (Papantoniou 2012a:
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and Zeus-Ammon types feature prominently at Malloura in the CA and
CC periods and should be associated with one or more local male divinities who were the beneficiaries of ritual activity during this period (Counts
2008; Hermary 1989a: 294–95; Sophocleous 1985: 26–84). In addition
to the dedication of votive sculptures, a range of archaeological evidence
suggests other activities that occurred in the sanctuary including animal
sacrifice, banqueting, masked performances, and music.
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117, 128–62, 208–90, app. I, tables A-3, A-5, 2013a, 2013b: 183–85). The
sanctuary at Athienou-Malloura fits the latter trend with a rich assortment of material from this period, including closed-shaped lamps, coins
and, especially, limestone sculpture depicting divine figures. To date,
excavations in the sanctuary have produced more than 80 examples of
the so-called Cypriot Pan statuettes (Cofer 2011), as well as several representations of the Greek goddess Artemis and even a couple depictions of
Aphrodite. This material points to the continued importance of the sanctuary for local residents during Ptolemaic rule and, significantly, a shift in
cult activity with the addition of female divine iconography (which may,
in fact, have begun in the CC period; see Counts and Toumazou 2003),
the gradual shift in male divine iconography to Cypriot Pan, and changing
ritual practices.
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Figure 1.7: Malloura sanctuary plan with Hellenistic–Roman peribolos and mudbrick altar highlighted. (Plan by R. Breuker, 2013; updated by K. Garstki, 2019)
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Figure 1.8: Malloura sanctuary plan with the northernwestern entrance of the
Hellenistic-Roman sanctuary highlighted. (Plan by R. Breuker, 2013; updated by
K. Garstki, 2019)
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Figure 1.9: In-progress excavation of the northwestern entrance to the Hellenistic–Roman sanctuary with ashlar post block, horizontal threshold block and
standing stone and circular feature outside the entry. Photograph taken from the
north, 2013.
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Figure 1.10: Hellenistic–Roman pisé platform altar. Photograph from the west,
2014.
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Figure 1.11: Fourth-century BCE limestone votive relief from Golgoi-Ayios
Photios depicting scenes of worship, dancing, and banqueting, MMA inv. no.
74.51.2338. (The Cesnola Collection, Purchased by subscription, 1874–76; CC0
1.0)

Chapter 1: Visualizing Votive Practice at Athienou-Malloura

The major architectural overhaul of the Malloura sanctuary also suggests a shift in use patterns in the Hellenistic period. Some of the earlier
votives, sacrificial debris, and other ritual materials were gathered and
buried as fill to create a new hard-packed floor layer, an act that also buried or destroyed earlier architecture. Cobble packing was also used to
level the uneven bedrock, presumably to create the new floor. The sanctuary space was larger, but also now monumentalized by the construction
of a well-built, roughly rectangular peribolos to mark sacred space; the
peribolos enclosed an area of at least 450 m2 (fig. 1.7). The walls were
constructed of a lower course with limestone cobbles set in a lime mortar with an upper course in mudbrick. However, little mudbrick survives,
which perhaps indicates that these upper courses fell into disrepair and
dissolved after the sanctuary went out of use and before the site was buried by alluvial layers. Fragments of limestone statuary from earlier phases
were also built into parts of the peribolos; it is possible this practice had
both practical (reuse of stone) and ideological reasons (e.g., heirlooms or
maintenance of a connection between the old and new sanctuary). The
reuse of this material for construction fill and for building materials adds
to the difficulty in reconstructing the phasing of the sanctuary, although
such complicated use and reuse of sacred materials is common in Mediterranean and Near Eastern sanctuaries (Lindenlauf 2006). Unpacking
the nature of this recycling can provide interesting insights into how these
sacred spaces were utilized and conceived.
Although the sanctuary may have been accessed by multiple entries
during this period (two possible entrances were identified along a section
of the eastern and southern walls, respectively [Toumazou and Counts
2011: 77]), a clear monumental entrance was built into the northwestern portion of the Hellenistic–Roman peribolos (fig. 1.8). A large, reused
ashlar block (ca. 0.5 m tall) acted as the eastern doorjamb of the entryway, which at its basal level contained a threshold stone, broken in situ by
modern looting (the other pieces of this threshold stone were found in the
backfill of a looter’s pit that cut into this entrance). An upright limestone
pillar (ca. 0.10 m × 0.09 m, with an exposed height of 0.43 m) was found
immediately to the north outside of the threshold, in association with
a flat circular stone (ca. 0.36 m in diameter) that appears to have been
used as some sort of surface or platform (fig. 1.9). The pillar likely marked
movement from secular to sacred space as one entered the sanctuary, with
parallels in Levantine sanctuaries (Toumazou et al. 2015: 210–11).
A monumental pisé altar located in the north-central part of the
sanctuary can also be dated to this phase (fig. 1.10). Although modern
looting has obscured its exact shape, estimates place the original dimensions around 5 × 3 m, with a preserved height of about 0.5 m. The altar
rested atop a use level above the hard-packed fill laid down in the Hellenistic period discussed above. A circular basin was cut into the top of the
feature, similar to the altars depicted on two reliefs from Golgoi-Ayios
Photios (fig. 1.11) (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 320–24). This basin was
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later covered and leveled by pisé layers, and three additional basins were
later created in the northwest corner and southern end of the altar. Each
basin was filled with a uniform deposit that contained pieces of mudbrick
or burnt earth, covered with a thin layer of pisé. Similar basins were discovered hollowed out at the base of Altar 50 at Ayia Irini and at other
sanctuaries on Cyprus (Gjerstad et al. 1935: 651–52; Yavis 1949: 79). The
presence of limestone shovels, which show extensive signs of burning, suggests that these basins would have been periodically cleaned during their
use—a practice that might explain the relatively low numbers of burnt
animal bones from sacrifices (Reese 2011: 233–35). The Malloura altar,
however, differs from other Cypriot Iron Age altars in its use of mudbrick
and pisé; it is possible that the altar construction was dictated by a combination of social, economic, and cultic reasons, as well as well-established
regional connections to nearby Golgoi (Toumazou et al. 2015: 207–9).

Figure 1.12: Roman mold-made lamp fragments from western part of the sanctuary (EU 52). Left: Lamp with Aphrodite on discus (AAP-AM 4532); Middle:
Lamp with “ΕΥΤΥΧΗΤΟΣ” stamped on its base (AAP-AM-4496); Right: Lamp
with Christian cross on discus (AAP-AM-4108). Larnaka District Archaeological
Museum. (Drawings by J. Ravenhurst)

The Sanctuary’s Twilight in the Late Roman Period
Recent excavations have revealed evidence for the use of the Malloura
sanctuary later than previously suspected (Toumazou et al. 2015: 212–13).
The northwestern portion of the sanctuary, in particular, has yielded a
large number of lamps that date to the late Roman period; although many
come from disturbed contexts, their presence suggests continued activity
in the sanctuary into the fourth and even fifth centuries CE (fig. 1.12).
Lamps depicting Christian crosses, which also date as late as the fourth
and fifth centuries CE (for parallels, see Bailey 1988: 317, no. Q2608;
Vessberg and Westholm 1956: 124, fig. 39, no. 21, 191–92), raise a host
of interesting questions about the transition from paganism to Christianity in the Malloura Valley and the nature of worship and/or (re)use of
the sanctuary in this critical period (Toumazou et al. 2015: 212–13). For

Visualizing Votive Practice at Malloura:
Limestone and Terracotta Sculptures in Context
Reconstructing ancient spaces is always a tenuous practice, and imagining the appearance of the Malloura sanctuary and the disposition of
figural dedications within the temenos is especially challenging (Averett
and Counts 2020; Leriou 2017: 527–28; see also Alroth 1988). This is not
only because of the long use of the space (over 1,000 years; for the general
longevity of Cypriot sanctuaries, see Papantoniou 2016), but also because
of the extensive rebuilding and modern looting that irrevocably disturbed
earlier levels. Yet, careful excavation, in addition to comparisons with
other Cypriot sanctuaries that exhibit a fairly consistent and conservative approach to architecture and space, can provide some insights into
the sanctuary and cult. As Reyes (1994: 30) has noted, “what is apparent in Cyprus above all is a tradition of small-scale religious architecture.”
Cypriot sanctuaries during the Iron Age conform to a fairly consistent if
generic plan that features some combination of (1) open-air courtyards/
temene (sometimes quite irregular in shape) enclosed by a peribolos; (2)
smaller, roofed subsidiary structures (often called “chapels” in early literature) and stoas; and (3) pyrotechnic installations such as hearths and
altars (Gjerstad 1948: 17–23; Reyes 1994: 28–32). The Malloura sanctuary exhibits these same features, most notably in the Hellenistic and
Roman periods when the architectural plan is better understood: the
temenos was large and open-air, enclosed by a peribolos with a well-defined entrance, in addition to a monumental altar. Within the temenos,
architectural remains suggest the presence of other structures and areas
where limestone bases and platforms of varying sizes indicate the display
of sculptures, especially in the northwestern sector of the sacred space.
Like most Iron Age Cypriot sanctuaries, the Malloura architecture
was likely unimposing, but the accumulation of figural votives over
centuries would have created a visually and symbolically charged open
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example, did these later visitors come to worship here? And if so, what
deity or deities were worshipped? How aware were they of the earlier
history of the sanctuary? Do the small numbers of lamps (compared to
the thousands of earlier votives and ceramic material) indicate sporadic
visitors rather than regular, continuous worship? Is the fact that mostly
lamps were found significant, perhaps suggesting a change of ritual or
different use altogether? This last phase of sanctuary use may have been
connected to the Roman and early Byzantine settlement located circa 200
m to the east of the sanctuary. The discovery of two limestone thymiateria
(one depicting Zeus-Ammon) and a fragmentary limestone kourotrophos
(nursing mother) in later settlement contexts suggests an interesting local
pattern of interaction that further illuminates this transition (Counts
2010a). Still, the precise use of the sanctuary—or even the sanctuary’s
appearance—during the late Roman period remains unclear.
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space. The large quantity of votive material dedicated in Cypriot sanctuaries, especially the thousands of limestone and terracotta sculptures,
has received much attention. The impressive effect of life-size and larger
statues, especially common in limestone but not unknown in terracotta,
has been noted (Senff 1993: 6; Sørensen 2017: 74–75), but less attention has been paid to the effect of the overall votive assemblage, which
included figures of all sizes. The accumulation of various sizes of votives
would have created a dynamic space, where worshippers would interact
differently with small, portable objects, which might have been held or
even worn or hung, versus life-size statues, which would have stood as
static, but imposing, images anchored throughout the space, mirroring
the worshippers themselves (for a discussion on the significance of scale,
see Smith 2009: 18–21; Sørensen 2017: 78–80; for the agency of votive
statues see Whitley 2003–4).
While the evidence is sparse, the spectacular finding of terracotta
votives in situ at Ayia Irini, which were carefully arranged in a semicircle
according to size, facing the altar and spherical cult stone, provide evidence that the placement of votives in the sacred space was not random,
but carefully curated, likely by cult officials (Connelly 1989: 215; Sørensen
2017: 78–80). At Ayia Irini, the size and “view” seem to have been a determining factor in the theater-like votive arrangement, with small figurines
in the front row and the larger statues in the back. Of course, we cannot assume all sanctuaries were systematically organized in this way, and
other factors may have determined the arrangement of votives. Indeed,
we can imagine a host of considerations that may have impacted how
statues were displayed (and which ones were not), including aspects of
the statues themselves (e.g., type, scale, material), but also the identities
and social positions of their particular donors. Luigi Palma di Cesnola
noted that at Golgoi-Ayios Photios the limestone statues were found in
the so-called temple in clusters and against the walls, arranged in groups
according to dress types (Cesnola 1877: 139, 152, 159). Admittedly, Cesnola’s descriptions of his findings at Golgoi-Ayios Photios are infamously
unreliable (and questioned even by his contemporaries [James 1888]). A
similar picture of statue arrangement according to dress has been reconstructed from Robert Hamilton Lang’s notes for the Apollo sanctuary at
Idalion (Senff 1993: 17, 2005: 103). According to Reinhard Senff (1993:
13–14), the dedication of earlier statues in the eastern portion of the
sanctuary likely focused on an altar like the Ayia Irini sanctuary, while
the late Archaic western part of the sanctuary hypothetically had statues arranged in rows under a shelter to face processions in the courtyard.
Lone Wriedt Sørensen (2017: 79) suggests a different reconstruction,
with statues forming one row of spectators while worshippers lined up
along the remaining three sides of the courtyard facing two stone basins.
Finally, the Princeton excavations at Polis Chrysochous have revealed two
sanctuaries at Polis-Peristeries and Polis-Maratheri that were destroyed,
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Figure 1.13: Collection of in situ limestone statue bases overlaying earlier CA–CC
structure in the central-western portion of the sanctuary.
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Figure 1.14: Limestone statue bases (including one with statue plinth and feet in
situ) in the northwestern portion of sanctuary. Note in situ head of Cypriot Pan
(AAP-AM-5444) visible directly east of the two statue bases.
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preserving votives that were carefully placed inside buildings, in pits
(bothroi), and in courtyards (Smith et al. 2012: 168–73).
Unfortunately, the original placement of the votives in the Malloura
sanctuary during each phase is difficult to determine; this is especially
true of the CA and CC periods when there is little evidence. Small terracotta figurines or limestone statuettes, which were more portable, could
generally be set up anywhere on or around altars, on floors, shelves, niches,
platforms, walls, or even plastered into walls or structures as at Tamassos
(Reyes 1994: 39; for comparanda on the display of figurines and statuettes, see Alroth 1988; Connelly 1989: 215; Van Straten 1992: 248–54).
The larger limestone statuettes and statues, however, had to be more formally erected on bases. The flat, summarily worked backs of some of these
sculptures were ideally suited to display against walls and it is likely that
many of the limestone votives were erected along walls or structures, or
set up on bases in groups (some evidence for this arrangement has also
been found at Idalion, Vouni, Achna, and possibly Golgoi-Ayios Photios;
see Sørensen 2017: 79, with references).
In general, most (but not all) of the Malloura votives come from four
archaeological contexts (Counts 1998: 65–67):
(1) repurposed building material as construction fill for the hardpacked floor layer associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of
the sanctuary;
(2) repurposed building material for the Hellenistic–Roman peribolos;
(3) dedications resting on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer
associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary; or
(4) backfill in modern looters’ pits.
Thus, most of the votive sculpture presented in this catalogue is found in
later, secondary, or disturbed layers—a regrettable but unavoidable condition that characterizes most votive dedications at the site. While such
deposits do not provide significant insight into the primary depositional
context of the earlier phases of the sanctuary, they do, however, offer a
wealth of information about the ritual activity in the sanctuary during the
Hellenistic and Roman periods. A series of large, flat, limestone blocks in
the central-western portion of the sanctuary almost certainly provided
distinct platforms for the display of sculpture in a later phase; the bases
overlay an earlier structure (fig. 1.13). A similar arrangement of limestone
dedications probably existed farther to the north and west, where statue
bases (including one with the statue plinth and lower portion of the statue
still in situ) have been discovered (fig. 1.14). More recently, excavations in
this area have brought to light intriguing concentrations of statue types
(e.g., Artemis, Cypriot Pan, but also fragments of dancing group figures)
that suggest that the northwest part of the sanctuary was the focus of

Figure 1.15: Hellenistic Cypriot Pan statue (AAP-AM-1076) directly beneath a
CA limestone male statue wearing Cypriot shorts (AAP-AM-1075) on the surface
of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of
the sanctuary.

The secondary and later contexts of the Malloura votives indicate
special care for sacred materials. Although often used as fill, older votives,
which had likely accumulated over the centuries in the CA and CC periods,
were kept within sacred precinct and were physically incorporated into
the new sanctuary, linking the old with the new in a tangible and, perhaps
at times, visible way (e.g., AAP-AM-96; AAP-AM-1108; AAP-AM-5115).
Some older limestone statues were built into later walls, but others were
apparently not buried in the Hellenistic fill or reused as construction
material and must have been displayed in the new sanctuary alongside
new votives. Several examples of this phenomenon have been brought to
light throughout the course of excavations at Malloura. A poignant example was the discovery of a Cypriot Pan of Hellenistic date (AAP-AM-1076)
directly beneath a CA limestone male statue wearing Cypriot shorts; both
were found resting on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase (fig. 1.15). Other examples
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activity in these later phases. It is likely that, as suggested for the earlier phase, statues were set up along the interior of the peribolos. In the
reorganized sanctuary, several statue bases were found along or near the
sanctuary walls. Finally, it is a known practice that looters followed walls
when searching for statuary since they understood that sculptures were
found in the vicinity of architecture (or even built into it), and this practice is evidenced at Malloura.
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include a well-preserved, life-size limestone head of a male wearing a
diadem (AAP-AM-1108) and a fragmentary, draped statuette wearing a
conical helmet dating to the CA period discovered near the monumental
pisé altar; both objects were found lying on the surface of the Hellenistic–Roman hard-packed floor layer. The display of earlier votives as
heirlooms alongside new constructions and dedications suggests a certain level of continuity, as the older statues helped to keep the memory of
the sanctuary’s past foregrounded and perhaps served to underscore the
durability of links between the local community and the sacred space (see
also Sørensen 2017: 78–80).
The function of the votives also reveals the nature of Cypriot worship
and rituals. As Joan Connelly (1989) has noted, a common role of such
statues in the Near East and Mediterranean was to serve as a surrogate
for the worshippers, placed in sacred spaces to offer perpetual adoration
and prayer to the deity. Once offered, votives began their life as sacred
objects or “custodians of social memory,” as James Whitley (2003–4: 191)
has termed it. With so many limestone and terracotta statues and figurines dedicated over hundreds of years, we can imagine the Malloura
sanctuary filled with these proxy donors and worshippers, rendering in
concrete and eternal form ephemeral acts of prayer and dedication (cf.
Connelly 1989: 211). Divine images, which are omnipresent from the CA
through the Hellenistic period in a variety of forms, served as uncanny
epiphanies and embodied the significance of a god’s power. While their
exact placement is unknown (unlike the famous in situ arrangement fortuitously discovered at Ayia Irini), at some moments in the sanctuary’s
life there may have been an almost museum-like quality as older and
newer votives were displayed in tandem. Sørensen (2017: 78–80) goes
further to suggest that the living worshippers would have become part of
this votive assemblage, with both statues and living participants side by
side during rituals and events. The arrangement of old and new votives
of different sizes and materials together with living worshippers would
have been a key component in creating community identity and memory in what must have been somewhat turbulent times in the Malloura
Valley, as the island’s autonomous polities vied for power and control of
the resources in and around the Mesaoria. In addition to articulating a
relationship between social memory and social continuity, the display of
votives and deities could have had political implications, as Cypriot kings
and their elite cohorts engaged in displays of conspicuous consumption
and competition, while also manipulating divine identities such as the
goddesses “Golgia” and “Paphia” (Fourrier 2013: 107; Sørensen 2017: 80)
or, as Counts (2008, 2010b) has suggested, a male god manifesting the
power of the master of animals.
The nature of votive offering, however, does not remain static throughout Malloura’s history. The first floruit of the sanctuary during the late
CA and early CC periods is characterized by hundreds of limestone and
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terracotta sculptures, depicting primarily males (worshippers, warriors,
chariot groups, and horse-and-riders) as well as a host of male divine
iconography (exclusively in limestone) related to Cypriot Herakles and
Zeus-Ammon types and, eventually, by the mid-fifth century, Apollo. By
the CC, however, terracotta figurine dedication dramatically decreases
and a decline in limestone votives also seems apparent (even if the dating
of CC Cypriot sculpture in limestone is notoriously fickle). Yet, while the
scarcity of terracotta dedications at Malloura continues into the Hellenistic period, limestone votaries witness a resurgence, especially in the form
of divine images displaying the iconography of the Greek gods Pan (the
so-called Cypriot Pan type) and Artemis.
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Figure 2.1: Original exhibition of Cypriot art in the Metropolitan Museum of Art.
(Photo courtesy of MMA, CC0 1.0)

CHAPTER 2
CYPRIOT LIMESTONE AND
TERRACOTTA SCULPTURE:
AN EXCURSUS
Erin Walcek Averett and Derek B. Counts
Κύπριος xαρακτήρ: A Brief Overview of Cypriot Sculpture
The study of Cypriot sculpture is a marginalized field. In fact, this material has never enjoyed a particularly celebrated place in the histories of
ancient Mediterranean sculpture, even if early explorers and collectors
were eager to acquire Cypriot statues and figurines by the thousands and
these artifacts were often key components of early American and European museum-building. Indeed, their place among the early holdings of
several major museums piqued the interest of some of the leading intellectuals at the dawn of classical archaeology’s professionalization. As
early as 1874, for example, limestone and terracotta statuary dominated
the display cases of the newly founded Metropolitan Museum of Art in
New York (fig. 2.1), in addition to supplementing burgeoning European
museum collections in the last decades of that same century (e.g., The
British Museum, Fitzwilliam Museum, Ashmolean Museum, Louvre,
Kunsthistorisches Museum Wien; see Balandier 2001; Counts 2001:
130–40; Hermary 2015; Karageorghis 2015; Knoblauch 2019). From
the time of the first discoveries and public displays, however, the study of
Cypriot sculpture has been mired in culture-historical approaches, which
privilege linear models of acculturation that often measure internal stylistic developments against a perception of direct and inexorable external
forces. Cyprus has thus been viewed through the lens of foreign “dominations” and its material culture considered merely a reflection of foreign
influence, sometimes creative or whimsical, but always derivative on some
level (Cesnola 1885: introduction). This has not only resulted in a rather
languid and often negative scholarly assessment of the island’s sculptural
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production, but this has also impacted the approach to publishing collections or assemblages from excavations. The phrase Κύπριος xαρακτήρ
(“Cypriot character”) found in Aeschylus’ Suppliants (l. 282–83) has
sometimes been cited by scholars as an ancient “nod” to the somewhat
unique characteristics of Cypriot sculpture and, more generally, Cypriot
art. Without contextual information, however, it is unclear whether we
should adopt this phrase as a slogan for Cypriot exceptionalism. Nevertheless, there is little doubt that Cyprus has traditionally maintained
a rather precarious place within wider discussions of the ancient Mediterranean and, especially, ancient art. Some of this can be traced back
to antiquity, when Cyprus was at once a crossroads of trade and contact
and a bounded island resistant to full-scale change in its traditions. Not
surprisingly, Cyprus and its material culture has also occupied a unique
position in modern histories of Mediterranean art from both Greek and
Near Eastern perspectives, sometimes dismissed as derivative, while at
other times lauded as unique (Mikrakis 2012).
In his introduction to the Cypriot limestone sculptures in the British
Museum (the core of which came from R. H. Lang’s excavations at Idalion
and Pyla), F. N. Pryce was especially apoplectic: limestone sculptures are
considered “timid,” “imitative,” “bizarre and unfamiliar,” products that
offer a “dull respectability” even if the Cypriot sculptor possesses a “certain faculty for disguising the poverty of his repertory” (1931: 4–6). While
hardly optimistic, it is interesting to juxtapose Pryce’s disdain for limestone against his sympathetic assessment of Cypriot terracotta statuary,
which he conceded might achieve the “occasional excellence” or “amusing grotesqueness.” While Lang argued that the two traditions of stone
and terracotta statuary were “of equal antiquity” and that their respective
styles “progressed in parallel stages,” he wrote:
Let us glance now at some of the stones; I may mention that there
seems to be more appearance of foreign influence in the changes
which characterize the sculptures of Cyprus than in her terra-cottas. I explain this by the fact that Cyprus was, and continued to
be, till a very late period, specially strong in the potter’s art…hence
the progress we perceive in our terra-cotta statues indicates only
a gradually increasing native power of portraying nature; in other
words, a greater refinement in the treatment and ornamentation of
the clay by the hands of the potter. It was not so with the sculpture,
and still less with bronzes, as both in the improvement exhibit foreign influence (1878: 45–47).
Lang compared “improvements” to limestone sculpture (i.e., changes in
style over time to more naturalistic renderings), attributing them to foreign influence, with relatively slower and more modest developments in
terracotta, which he believed reflected the local forces of the “potter’s art.”

But to-day although her architecture has almost completely perished, Cyprus is represented in all the great museums of Europe,
and in the most important collection in America, by numerous figured monuments whose origin is known, monuments which already
make up more than one rich series. From her ruins and graveyards
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The distinction drawn between limestone and terracotta production
is common among early studies, and the comparison must have impacted
how the two types of sculpture were regarded by scholars attempting
to study and publish them within a museum/collection context. Here,
emerging (and competing) encyclopedic collections in Europe and North
America juxtaposed Cypriot art with newly acquired treasures from Near
Eastern, Egyptian, Greek, and other excavations. While Cypriot art was
at first displayed in Greek or Near Eastern exhibitions, the Pitt Rivers
Museum was one of the first to display Cypriot art independently (Galanakis and Hicks 2013: 314–17). Indeed, even the “place” of Cypriot art
within Mediterranean material culture is not universally agreed upon:
Cypriot collections are sometimes housed within curatorial departments of Greek and Roman art (e.g., MMA, BM), while others catalogue
Cypriot artifacts within ancient Near Eastern art (e.g., Louvre). As Manolis Mikrakis notes (2012: 372), the separation of material culture into
discrete cultural groups, with Cyprus’s position as a “melting pot” ambiguous, became further entrenched as the discipline of archaeology split
into distinct academic divisions: Aegean, Near Eastern, and Egyptian,
with strict separation between classical and prehistoric archaeology as
well. Thus, scholarly assessment, from its very beginnings as antiquarian
commentary, was bifurcated. On the one hand, Cypriot limestone sculpture prompted comparisons with (mostly) marble counterparts in the
Greek world as well as the stone sculpture and carved reliefs of Egypt and
the Near East (especially Assyria). Just the opposite, Cypriot terracotta
was appreciated in its own right and linked to the craft of local potters
and coroplasts, who were often praised for their ingenuity, creativity, and
unique style. As a result, Cypriot stone sculpture paled when compared
to the art of its powerful neighbors—a victim of those same culture-historical approaches that structured the study of Cyprus and required
the island to act as a passive recipient. This is perhaps best seen in the
approach of Georges Perrot and Charles Chipiez (1885: 103–4), who situated Cypriot artistic production within the realm of Near Eastern art.
While they identified the island as a historical and strategic crossroads,
the authors simultaneously espoused derogatory views on the Cypriot
population and its art. Likewise, while Cyprus fell short of her more wellknown and powerful neighbors in scholarly assessments, Cypriot art was
prominently featured in a host of 19th-century exhibitions, suggesting
that its unique style still piqued the interest of audiences in Europe and
America. As Perrot and Chipiez noted:
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a whole art has emerged, and that an art very curious and national,
an art of whose existence Winckelmann had no suspicion, an art
whose interest and importance was not even suspected by Gerhard,
who was living less than two decades ago (1885: Vol. 2: 105).
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Cypriot art did not fit neatly into established narratives of Greek or Near
Eastern art, and ancient sources were of little help. This scholarly terra
incognita perhaps lent the island’s material remains an air of mystery and
intrigue, even if (or perhaps because) the arts of Greece, Egypt, and Mesopotamia were viewed in a more positive light.
Scholarly views of Cypriot sculpture did not advance in the mid-20th
century, even as archaeological thought regarding the ancient Mediterranean attempted to move beyond linking art to racial or ethnic identities
(popularized in Cyprus during this period by Einar Gjerstad and the
Swedish Cyprus Expedition [Counts 2001: 148, n. 108]) or stylistic
questions subjected to diffusionist or center-periphery models (even in
the groundbreaking work of the Swedish Cyprus Expedition, where the
ambivalent views of Gjerstad are evident; see Houby-Nielsen 2003: 12;
but see Gjerstad 1934: xiv). Indeed, even at the end of the 20th century,
the prominent classical art historian John Boardman (1995: 214) would
still dismiss Cypriot sculpture as “broadly Greek without having anything
of note to contribute to the history of Greek sculpture rather than to its
influence on receptive peoples.” The implication, of course, is that Cypriot
sculpture can only be appreciated as a derivative form of Greek sculpture
and, in that role, it fails to impress. Such essentialist approaches were
(and unfortunately remain) common in early studies of Greek art and
archaeology. (The same Orientalist views were also applied to Phoenician
art; see Martin 2017: 73–74.) At their core, these approaches view the
visual culture of Cyprus (e.g., forms, iconography, attributes, symbols) as
merely a reflection of pressure exerted by outside forces.
Fortunately, not all scholarly debate regarding the origins, production, chronology, and development of terracotta and limestone sculpture
in Cyprus has been muddied in the waters of monolithic views of culture contact. Since the last decades of the 20th century, a more nuanced
picture of Cypriot art has emerged. Andres Reyes was among the first to
challenge directly the standard historical framework of Cyprus as a series
of foreign “dominations.” In particular, Reyes (1994: 3–5) pointed out
the dearth of archaeological evidence to support framing Cyprus and its
material culture as simple reflections of various external encounters with
foreign powers. Likewise, theoretical approaches borrowed from postcolonial theory (e.g., hybridization and the middle ground) have emphasized
the productive capacity of cultural entanglements and the ability of new
forms to emerge from such encounters (e.g., Counts 2008, 2010b; Voskos
and Knapp 2008). Scholars now foreground internal developments, recognizing the importance of production, iconography, regional variations
in style and type, as well as inextricable links between Cypriot art and

The Materials
Since at least the Chalcolithic period, ancient Cypriots crafted figural
images from local stone and clay sources, visually expressing a variety of
religious and social concepts. Indeed, the island is well-known for its innovative and prolific sculptural output. By the Iron Age, a robust industry
for the production of terracotta sculpture, and later limestone, produced
figural works bound for sanctuaries to serve as votive offerings, as well
for funerary (e.g., sarcophagi, stelai and other types of grave markers,
figurines) and palatial (architectural sculpture) contexts; our evidence for
domestic use is limited due to a dearth of excavated settlement sites.
The distribution, function, style, and even typology of Cypriot sculpture was driven by materials. Whether the issue was proximity to source
(Karageorghis et al. 2009; Kilikoglou et al. 2009; Kourou et al. 2002),
regional preferences (Counts 2011b; Fourrier 2007; see also comments
in Connelly 1988), or practical limitations of the medium (e.g., Caubet
and Yon 1994; Myres 1914: 130; Pryce 1931: 4; see below for more on
this), any study of Cypriot limestone and terracotta sculpture must recognize the links among availability, technology, and production. In many
ways, this tradition is the result of the island’s unique geology and topography (Gass 1960). While Cyprus does not have local marble sources, an
abundance of soft, chalky limestone and alluvial clays provided local and
relatively easily worked raw materials. The 9,251-km2 island is dominated
by two mountain ranges: the Kyrenia Mountains (Pentadaktylos) to the
north (Keryneia Terrane) and the Troodos Mountains, which cover the
central part of the island toward the west and south (Troodos Terrane, see
fig. 1.2). In the midst of these geological complexes lie foothills and the
island’s flat, central plain—the Mesaoria—where both clay and stone are
found, stretching approximately 100 km from Famagusta Bay on the east
coast to Morphou Bay on the western coast (Circum Troodos Sedimentary Succession).
The lack of an indigenous source of marble resulted in the widespread
use of local limestone for Cypriot stone sculpture beginning in the seventh century BCE; as a rule, marble statues are foreign imports—either
entering the island as finished products or as raw material for local production—and they date primarily to the Hellenistic and Roman periods.
Not surprisingly, significant assemblages of marble sculpture come from
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Cypriot religious, social, and economic behavior. Most importantly, the
capacity of local agents to transform external stimuli into new forms in
Cypriot settings, with new, local meanings, has emerged from “Cyprocentric” approaches to the island’s material culture (e.g., Averett 2015; Counts
2008, 2010a, 2010b, 2014; Iacovou 2007; Papantoniou 2012a; the essays
in BASOR 370 [2013]). This study aligns itself with these recent, constructive developments in scholarly approaches to Cypriot art and aims to
supplement existing surveys of limestone and terracotta sculpture.
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Nea Paphos to the west (e.g., Daszewski 1994) and Salamis to the east
(e.g., Karageorghis 1964; Karageorghis and Vermeule 1966), although
it should be noted that limestone continued to be utilized well into the
Roman period (Vermeule 1979). The richest limestone sources are found
in the southeastern part of the island, especially in and around the modern towns of Dhali and Athienou. Unfortunately, our information about
limestone quarries and sculptural production is woefully inadequate (to
complicate matters, some identified quarries are now inaccessible in the
Turkish-controlled part of the island). Nevertheless, this concentration of
raw materials also meant that sanctuaries with the largest assemblages of
limestone sculpture (versus terracotta) are inevitably found in the southeastern part of the island; however, this does not preclude the movement
of raw materials (for example, the limestone used for sculptures found at
Amathous on the central-southern coast has been identified as the “Stone
of Athienou” [Counts 2011b: 151–53]).
The process of quarrying and carving limestone has also prompted
various discussions on the characteristically shallow-modeled statue bodies (although heads usually receive special attention and are often carved
more deeply than the bodies), the evolution of particular types and styles,
and the placement and display of limestone statuary in sanctuaries (e.g.,
Borda 1946–47: 152; Connelly 1989: 215; Merriam 1893: 185; Reyes
1994: 39). By its very nature, limestone carving is a subtractive process
(accomplished with chisels, points, abrasives, and other carving tools)
that exposes the imperfection of the material. The formation process of
limestone certainly challenged sculptors to overcome the thinly layered
material, which resisted homogeneity (e.g., veins of marl are common)
and often resulted in relatively thin statues with flat backs and limbs/
appendages carved close to the body. Still, Cypriot sculptors had the ability to produce fully rounded figures in stone, and ample evidence suggests
that these could reach life-size and larger (e.g., Hermary and Mertens
2015: 30–31, 42–45), also witnessed in the Athienou-Malloura corpus
(e.g., Counts 2011b: 154–59). Significantly, petrographic analysis has
shown that the relatively substantial corpus of smaller-scale sculptures
of Cypriot type (less than 20 cm in height) found abroad (e.g., Samos,
Rhodes, Syro-Palestinian coastal sites, and Egypt) is made from Cypriot
limestone, which means that they were either directly imported as finished products or sculpted by itinerant sculptors using raw materials
from the island (Kourou et al. 2002).
Cypriot limestone statues were painted, even if the archaeological
record preserves this evidence poorly or unevenly (Myres 1914: 131).
A recent study has suggested iron-based pigments, most likely locally
sourced (Gasanova et al. 2017). Preserved evidence indicates that colors,
interchangeable and often combined, included red (e.g., lips, eyes, hair,
clothing borders and patterns, some accessories), black (e.g., eyes, hair,
and beard), yellow (e.g., gold and bronze objects/attributes, flowers, and

Chapter 2: Cypriot Limestone and Terracotta Sculpture

eyes), and green (e.g., wreathes). In some cases, painted details could have
replaced carved decoration, such as rosettes on diadems or Cypriot shorts
(Pryce 1931: 12).
Compared to the limited distribution of limestone, clay is more plentiful throughout the island and, as a result, terracotta figurines enjoyed a
broader distribution. Cypriot figurines and statues were produced from
a wide variety of clay fabrics, with workshops across the island using
primarily local clay sources. The widespread distribution of terracotta
dedications in sanctuaries especially suggests that coroplastic workshops
were located nearby or even in major sanctuaries, and perhaps also in
the urban capitals for disseminating figurines throughout the kingdom
(Fourrier 2007: 101–24), while urban coastal cities, especially Salamis,
were likely central points for exporting figurines abroad (for the export of
Cypriot figurines, see Karageorghis et al. 2009).
Unlike the production of stone carving, terracotta production continued without extended periods of interruption from the prehistoric
periods into the Iron Age (Averett forthcoming). In prehistoric Cyprus,
the potters and coroplasts were likely the same, or at least working in
tandem in the same workshops, and this connection continues in the Iron
Age, although there is also evidence for increasing specialization. Very
few kilns have been found, and so our knowledge of coroplastic workshops and production relies primarily on analysis of the figurines and
statues themselves (e.g., the quantity, distinctive fabrics, types, styles,
and distribution) and the finding of terracotta wasters (the by-products
of manufacture). Unlike the subtractive method of working stone, clay is
modeled using an additive process. In the Iron Age, figurines continued
to be modeled by hand and on the wheel as before, but beginning in the
seventh century BCE a new technology suitable for mass production was
introduced from the Levant: the mold.
Unfired clay is a pliable material that can be easily pinched, pulled,
pressed, thrown on a wheel, or pressed into a mold; once modeled, the
figures can then be incised, impressed, or smoothed with fingers or simple tools. Figurines made by hand or in molds tend to be less than a foot
in height and solid, while larger figures were created using the wheel or
mold to craft hollow parts that were joined to create statuettes (under
half-life-size) to over-life-size statues. Once formed, clay figurines could
be fired whole, or for larger-scale statuary individual parts were fired separately. Finally, because clay is easier to manipulate than stone, the styles
tend to be more expressive and active, and more dynamic and elaborate
compositions are possible.
Cypriot clay is relatively homogeneous in its quality, texture, and consistency. Details, such as facial features, hair, jewelry, dress, and armor,
are usually painted (primarily only red and black pigment survive), with
some of the decoration reflecting that found on contemporary ceramics
(scientific studies of polychromy on Cypriot figurines are just beginning,
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see Gassanova et al. 2017, who suggests based on a small sample that
locally sourced iron-based pigments were used to color both terracotta
and limestone statuary). Larger terracotta statuettes and statues could be
more elaborately painted with a wider color palette. For practical reasons,
most figurines were produced from easily available, inexpensive local
clays, but some figurines were imported and exported from other sites
around the island or even from abroad.
Although terracotta figurines had been dedicated in sanctuaries since
the end of the Late Bronze Age, there was a new demand for larger numbers of votive figurines with the foundation of rural, extra-urban, and
urban sanctuaries at the end of the CG III. Shortly afterward, by the middle of the seventh century BCE, large-scale (life-size and over) terracotta
statues began to be manufactured for sanctuary dedications. Following
the development of terracotta statuary, limestone statue production was
renewed as well, likely inspired by earlier large-scale coroplastic developments and by the establishment of these sanctuaries where such works
were in demand (Hermary 1991a). The explosion of stone and clay votives
in the CA can be directly related to the growing number and importance
of sanctuaries in Iron Age Cypriot society and their critical role in creating, articulating, and negotiating political territories, the role of Cypriot
kings, and socioeconomic positioning among local populations (Fourrier
2007: 109; Papantoniou 2012a: 90–97, 2012b).
Dedications in Stone and Clay
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Visualizing Votive Practice diverges from past treatments of Cypriot
sculpture that have separated sculpture by material. Instead, this project
provides a comprehensive and unified picture of votive sculptural traditions from Athienou-Malloura, acknowledging limestone and terracotta
statuary as complementary and analogous reflections of Iron Age religion on the island—an integrated view that speaks to broader research
questions and archaeological considerations. The scholarly convention of
separating media publications creates artificial and unnecessary dichotomies in material culture; it is our contention that far more unites the
two sculptural traditions—chronology, typology, iconography, style,
function, and so forth—than divides them. Moreover, examining differences in the production, style, and use-patterns within the same sacred
space enhances our understanding of the overall votive habit in Cypriot
sanctuaries. Our approach of synthesizing coroplastic and stone figural
traditions is thus valuable in reconstructing the iconographic system of
Iron Age sanctuaries more broadly, as well as illuminating more clearly
each medium’s production, distribution, and use, as well as technical and
other constraints of the material. For example, Gjerstad’s groundbreaking
chronological study of Cypriot sculpture relied heavily on the assemblage of terracotta statues from the sanctuary at Ayia Irini, but failed to
incorporate adequately smaller figurines (which formed the bulk of the
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assemblage) or consider the medium (terracotta versus limestone) and
its impact on style and technical details of production. The time is ripe
to bring together a discussion of these different traditions, which developed almost simultaneously and, therefore, responded to the same social,
economic, and religious conditions over time. Likewise, their primary
functions—as votive offerings in sanctuaries and, to a lesser extent, grave
goods—remained the same.
Our opinion is that bringing the two traditions together into a single,
comparative study reveals patterns that would not otherwise be brought
to the foreground. On the one hand, despite a rich coroplastic tradition
at the Athienou-Malloura sanctuary during the CA period, there is no
evidence for divine iconography in terracotta; this local dedicatory tradition correlates with a broader pattern on the island. On the other hand,
we find a plethora of divine representations in limestone spanning the
CA–Hellenistic periods. Without textual evidence, we are left in the dark
as to why terracotta was not used for divine representations in sanctuaries
where limestone gods prevailed—whether it was a question of material, scale, artistic choices, or workshop/production practices. Still, the
absence of terracotta divine types in the CA, when terracotta production
was flourishing, is glaring and must relate to intentional production and
dedicatory choices based on material. Another observation that emerged
unexpectedly from combining the two sculptural assemblages is the presence of two “lefties” among standing votaries wearing himations and
conical helmets (e.g., AAP-AM-1574; AAP-AM-4653). Sculpted votives
wearing a conical helmet and depicted with the right arm bent across the
chest and slung in the fold of a himation are substantial in number and
among the most common votary type found in CA sanctuaries. Early on
A. W. Lawrence (1926: 163–64) pointed out that this was more common
to north Syrian sculpture than Cypriot. The chances that a single Cypriot
sanctuary would produce two variant bent left-arm examples of the type
(with identical attributes and iconography), one in limestone and one in
terracotta, are slim. There is no need to overinterpret the significance of
this anomaly; indeed, it may be more of a curiosity than something linked
to meaning or symbolism. But it does illustrate how we risk missing many
of these intertwined narratives of limestone and terracotta sculpture in
Cypriot sanctuaries simply because we study and publish these assemblages separately.

43

CHAPTER 3
A CATALOGUE OF SELECTED LIMESTONE
AND TERRACOTTA SCULPTURES FROM
ATHIENOU-MALLOURA
Derek B. Counts and Erin Walcek Averett

With contributions by Clay M. Cofer and Katherine A. P. Iselin

Guide to the Catalogue
This is not your typical artifact catalogue. At least it shouldn’t be if we
have accomplished what we set out to do. As noted throughout the volume, this has been a collaborative project. The challenge has been to
move beyond collecting input from multiple stakeholders to explore how
a collaborative, digital environment can showcase knowledge production via multiple entry points to promote diverse research goals. At the
nexus of this project is this catalogue of Athienou Archaeological Project
limestone and terracotta sculptures illustrated with interactive 3D models. The “How to Use This Book” section in the Introduction guides the
reader through these various access points: from the catalogue entries
found within this 3D PDF, to navigating the parallel, open-access catalogue published on Open Context (with high-resolution, downloadable
models; stable web identifiers; linked data; and metadata), and finally to
the high-resolution, photo-realistic 3D models published and annotated
on Sketchfab.
3D models of each artifact are embedded in their respective entries
in this digital monograph, and there are links to view and download
high-resolution models in Open Context and to view and study on Sketchfab. Our catalogue includes only 3D models, although some objects have
been previously published with photographs and/or illustrations; our ultimate goal is to integrate the full suite of illustrative material (3D models,
photographs, and illustrations) for each object in the final publication.
Within this catalogue, readers have direct and dynamic interactions with
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these models in a way that is not possible with 2D representations. For
example, readers can rotate the view of the artifact rather than depend
on views preselected by the authors. Additionally, users can zoom in and
out on any part of the object, allowing for close inspection of the material,
breaks, texture, pigmentations, evidence of production (e.g., toolmarks,
fingerprints), or other signs of the object’s life after dedication and discovery (e.g., burning or modern breakage from use as ancient fill or from
modern looting). Rotating and zooming also reveals potential uses for
some artifacts. For example, an extremely flat or roughly finished back
reveals that a votive was probably not meant to stand in the open, but
must have been set up with additional supports or along walls. Users can
adjust the background and lighting as well as turn the surface texture off
or on to view the surface under different conditions.
We recommend using the models embedded in this 3D PDF digital
monograph as a starting point. The advantage of these models is that they
can be viewed and manipulated without internet access directly within
the PDF, and they provide the reader with an immediately accessible artifact model. However, it is important to note that in order to provide this
immediate access, as well as keep the overall size of the PDF manageable
so that it can be viewed on any device, the models were decimated to create
low-resolution representations. For closer study, we recommend clicking
on the hyperlinks included with each entry to view the higher-resolution
models published on Open Context (archived complete with catalogue
information and metadata) or Sketchfab (with abbreviated contextual
information and annotations to guide the viewer to physical details for
each model). Each entry of this digital catalogue also provides links to
terms and comparanda when available online.
To access the embedded model in this digital monograph the user
must use Adobe Acrobat Reader, which can be downloaded here at no
cost: https://get.adobe.com/reader/ (NB: other PDF readers do not have
the ability to read 3D PDFs). To ensure that the 3D model can be viewed,
the document must be “Trusted” by the user’s computer and the embedded 3D window must be activated by clicking on it. Once active, the user
can manipulate the 3D model in any direction and zoom in and out. The
background color of the visualization can also be changed—we recommend choosing a dark background for contrast with the lighter stone and
clay surface features of the model. For variations on the object views, the
toolbar for the 3D viewer provides different lighting options. Changing
the lighting is the best way to view different angles of the model, raking
light and shadowing accentuate variations on the surface, so we highly
recommend experimenting with this feature. Additionally, one of the
most useful features in this viewer is the measurement tool, which allows
users to measure (in mm) any aspect of the model. Since these 3D representations were produced using a structured light system (see AAP
3D Models: Process and Production), the surface geometry captured is
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absolute and therefore this tool provides accurate measurements. All of
these features (manipulation, zoom ability, variable/directional lighting,
and the measurement tool) allow researchers to use the models in a more
robust way than the typical photograph or illustration that accompanies
traditional catalogues.
To supplement and complement the digital monograph, there is a
concurrent publication of the catalogue through Open Context: a link to
this is provided with each catalogue entry. This online publication presents the catalogue and associated metadata in a stable, searchable, and
linked database. Each Open Context catalogue entry mirrors the data
presented in this digital monograph, but in database form and with a
link to a high-resolution model at the bottom of each entry that allows
for enhanced viewing. As with this 3D PDF, the 3D viewer used in Open
Context (3DHOP) allows users to manipulate the model by changing the
view, zooming, measuring, and altering the lighting conditions. Again, we
recommend adjusting and experimenting with the lighting conditions for
optimal viewing of each artifact at different angles. Users can additionally download the higher-resolution model from this site (available as a
Wavefront OBJ file). The 3D data published through Open Context are
archived in a digital repository (through the California Digital Library)
and each entry is given a unique persistent identifier (Archival Resource
Key, or ARK) for stable hosting and individual citation. Moreover, the
Open Context publication uses Linked Open Data (LOD), which ties content to museum collections and research data and allows a network of
users to publish and communicate certain types of archaeological information (places, periods, terms, etc.) using a shared ontology.
The final component of the catalogue is the presentation of high-resolution models on Sketchfab. Sketchfab is a popular platform for sharing,
buying, and selling 3D models online and many museums and archaeological projects have uploaded their models to this site. The Athienou
Archaeological Project’s Visualizing Votive Practice Sketchfab Collection
presents models with condensed contextual information. The primary
value in this venue is an enhanced visualization of the models, providing the most photo-realistic viewing platform, and the ability to view all
models together in thumbnail view. Likewise, users are able to explore
key features of each model through digital annotations. In our opinion,
these models provide the best visual experience. The “Matcap” choice
will display the model without its photo-texture. Readers are directed to
either the digital monograph or Open Context for each model’s complete
archaeological context due to textual limitations in Sketchfab.
From a research perspective, our goal is to offer scholars unprecedented, remote access to objects that are stored in the Larnaka District
Archaeological Museum or are on display in the Kallinikeio Municipal
Museum of Athienou. Low-resolution 3D models embedded within this
3D PDF offer the reader a host of offline options for viewing, measuring,
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and analyzing, while links to high-resolution versions on Open Context
and Sketchfab are intended for more detailed examination within the
framework of a secure web archive and linked data system. Still, leveraging the dynamic tools and analysis afforded by a digital approach does
not supersede the need for complementary data and critical commentary.
Thus, in other ways, this catalogue (and its mirror version, published and
archived on Open Context) presents each object in a manner familiar to
anyone who has worked with archaeological publications in a traditional
print format and presentation.
The catalogue represents a small fraction of the total assemblage of
sculpture excavated at the sanctuary of Athienou-Malloura to date. The
selection included here aims to present a fairly comprehensive index of
the major types and styles prevalent during the heyday of Cypriot sculpture dedications on the island: the CA, CC, and Hellenistic periods. While
limestone and terracotta sculptures are commingled, an uncommon
approach in our field, we have otherwise maintained a familiar organizing
principle by dividing the examples into dominant types (see below). Considerations of typology, style, and chronology of Cypriot sculpture have
dominated scholarly studies since the first major publications of the 19th
century. As a result, we now have a comprehensive picture of the range of
types produced during these periods, which reflects a creative but fairly
conservative approach on the part of sculptors and coroplasts who were
content to “stay inside the lines” in terms of types, stylistic influences,
as well as attire and attributes (Sørensen 2017). This is not to say that
innovation was lacking—to the contrary, one often finds sculptural hapax
legomena (e.g., AAP-AM-2431) in the midst of mass-produced types.
Nevertheless, in recognition of this important body of scholarship and
in an effort to avoid yet another handbook of sculptural types, we have
chosen not to offer extensive discussions of particular types or recaps of
the various threads of evidence and theories of origins and functions that
have been published. Instead, each category is prefaced by a short essay
that offers a thumbnail sketch of the type before directing the reader to
“Suggestions for Further Reading,” which includes references to key typological and iconographic studies. Finally, information related to typology,
style, and dating that are relevant to the AAP sculptures published here
are presented in their respective commentaries.

Catalogue Format

Descriptive Title, Material, Inventory Number, and Current Location
Each entry begins with a succinct, descriptive title for the artifact followed by the material (in this case restricted to limestone or terracotta).
The unique inventory number assigned by the Athienou Archaeological
Project is also retained by the two museums that store and display the
artifacts. The inventory number includes “AAP” to designate the project
(Athienou Archaeological Project), “AM” to describe the site where the
artifact was found (Athienou-Malloura), and a number assigned sequentially in the field upon excavation. AAP inventory numbers are a single
sequence running for the length of the excavation (still ongoing), and they
are (as much as possible) assigned in order of excavation and registration;
the sequence is not divided by material. All AAP artifacts are turned in to
the Larnaka District Archaeological Museum at the conclusion of each
excavation season; selected AAP artifacts are displayed in the Kallinikeio
Municipal Museum of Athienou, on extended loan from the Department
of Antiquities of Cyprus.
Dimensions and Weight
For each entry, the approximate height (H), width (W), and thickness
(T) are recorded in centimeters and the weight (Wt) in kilograms. Users
can confirm measurements or measure other aspects of each object using
the tools available in the 3D PDF or with the 3DHOP visualizer in Open
Context. This is an added benefit beyond traditional catalogues, where
standard sets of measurements are published, but readers cannot confirm
or measure specific features (e.g., width of eyes, length of garment, toolmarks, etc.) to address other research questions.
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The format for each entry consists of:
• Descriptive Title
• Material
• Inventory Number and Current Location
• Dimensions and Weight
• Context
• Date
• Description
• Commentary
• Bibliography
• 3D Model Metadata with links to Open Context and Sketchfab
Models
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Figure 3.1: Plan of the Athienou-Malloura sanctuary with excavation units (EUs)
delineated. (Plan by R. Breuker, 2013; updated by K. Garstki, 2019)

Context
Since the Athienou Archaeological Project is an ongoing excavation and
the final study and publication of the Malloura sanctuary is forthcoming,
only brief descriptions of the archaeological context for each artifact are
provided and they should be considered preliminary. Chapter 1 includes
a discussion of archaeological contexts, but a more thorough discussion
with full stratigraphic study will be published upon completion of excavations. For each artifact, a description of the context is provided and a
general findspot. The findspot consists of the Excavation Unit (EU, often
referred to simply as a trench) and Stratigraphic Unit (SU, sometimes
called a locus), which are distinct strata or deposits that can be arbitrary
or natural (for a description of AAP’s excavation methodology, see Toumazou and Counts 2011: 71–75). See figure 3.1 for a plan with individual
EUs marked.
Date
Precise dating for Cypriot limestone and terracotta sculpture is notoriously difficult (Counts 2001: 147–52; Hermary and Mertens 2015:
23–26). It is better to acknowledge this limitation and offer conservative
date ranges or even broad chronological periods than to mislead readers
with overconfidence. The dearth of securely dated contexts on the island
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hinders our ability to pinpoint the beginning of large-scale stone and
terracotta sculpture, although two important points can be made: (1) it
seems quite clear that limestone sculpture was produced on the island
prior to the end of the seventh century BCE, and (2) large-scale terracotta
sculpture likely predates Cypriot stone sculpture (Hermary and Mertens
2015: 24; see also Kiely and Ulbrich 2019: 138). Likewise, as we progress
from the Archaic to Greco-Roman period, it is often difficult to arrive at
specific dates for the development of particular styles or types, even if
relative chronologies are generally accepted. There are, however, some
important exceptions. Two securely dated sites that have produced sculptures (Palaepaphos and Vouni) (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 24; Wieland
and Tatton-Brown 2019: 219–20) provide some archaeological (versus
purely stylistic) benchmarks for the end of the Archaic and start of the
Classical period (ca. 500–450 BCE). Fortunately, Cypriot terracotta and
limestone sculpture found abroad (especially in the sanctuaries of East
Greece, e.g., Samos, Miletos, Knidos) have been assigned to more securely
dated levels, which has helped refine some key dates in the development
of Cypriot votive production, primarily in the Archaic and early Classical
periods (see Fourrier 2007; Henke 2017, 2019; Hermary 1989a, 1990c,
1991a; Hermary and Mertens 2015: 23–26). Dates from the later Classical, Hellenistic, and Roman periods are regrettably insecure. For the
Hellenistic period, Joan Connelly brought some order to sculpture types
through comparison to Ptolemaic portraiture (Connelly 1988); still, consensus is lacking as Antoine Hermary (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 24)
advises caution and Reinhard Senff (1993) has suggested different dates
for Idalion heads from the Hellenistic period.
Because there is no firm stratigraphic evidence for the development
of sculptural and figurine styles at Athienou-Malloura, but also because
so many of the Malloura votives are fragmentary, we have followed
established chronologies (for example, Fourrier 2007; Hermary 1989a;
Hermary and Mertens 2015; J. Karageorghis 1999; Karageorghis 1993,
1995). As a result, a chronological period and/or broad calendar date
range is provided for each artifact (see also Chronological Chart). Due
to the long use of the sanctuary and the disturbances made by modern
looting activity, it is rare for material to be discovered in a primary depositional context (see Chapter 1); even in cases where objects are discovered
undisturbed (e.g., not in looter pits), the deposits are often secondary (e.g.,
statues built into a wall or used as floor packing). With some exceptions,
most objects presented here are dated primarily based on their style, type,
and comparison with similar artifacts, which themselves are often dated
stylistically. In other cases, better-dated non-Cypriot sculptures (e.g.,
from the Greek mainland or north Syria) provide useful comparisons to
their Cypriot counterparts. When available, links to comparanda are provided in the commentary.
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A formal description details the physical properties, state of preservation,
and style of each votive as objectively as possible. For the terracotta figurines, the color of the fabric and any preserved pigment is described using
the Munsell Soil Color Book. Comprehensive, scientific study of the fabrics and pigments used for figurines has not been conducted and will be
the subject of future publications. Disciplinary-specific jargon is hyperlinked to definitions in Getty Vocabularies where possible.
Commentary
The commentary provides the author’s interpretation of the sculpture’s
type, style, iconography, as well as justification for dates, comparative
material, and other relevant information. To the extent possible, the commentaries also place the sculpture in context with respect to function
and/or meaning. Comparanda are provided, with hyperlinks to museum
collections when available, and terms are hyperlinked to Getty Vocabularies. Consult the Abbreviations for the terms used in this catalogue.
Author initials, also found in the Abbreviations, are repeated below for
convenience:
CMC Clay M. Cofer
DBC Derek B. Counts
EWA Erin Walcek Averett
KAPI Katherine A. P. Iselin
Bibliography, 3D Model Metadata, and Lins to Sketfab and Open Context
Each entry ends with a publication record for each artifact (if applicable)
and links to additional metadata. These metadata mirror those found for
each artifact in Open Context and Sketchfab—those at the end of the book
can more accurately be called paradata (i.e., data about the process by
which the data were created). There are also links to a mirror publication
of each entry with a downloadable, higher-resolution 3D model through
Open Context and a user-friendly, annotated 3D model on Sketchfab.
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Male Votaries with Conical Helmets and
Other Headgear
Derek B. Counts
Warrior? Dignitary? Priest? Ceremonial Participant? Worshipper? Perhaps the biggest question confronting anyone searching for the meaning
of the myriad forms of headgear worn by male statues in Archaic Cyprus
is the identity of those who wear them. It is significant that almost all
male votives in both limestone and terracotta in the Cypro-Archaic period
wear some sort of head covering, which, together with the relative lack of
detail for dress, suggests that headgear was a primary marker of identity.
The multivocality of these various headgear types in the eastern Mediterranean has always made it difficult to interpret their meanings, and
this has proven even more challenging to discern in local Cypriot contexts with a dearth of textual and literary evidence. Whether the headgear
functioned as a marker of military status, identified ceremonial and ritual
actors, or signified a specific rank, age, and social status is often unclear; it
is possible that a particular headgear could connote one or more of these
simultaneously. It is not a coincidence then that the first monumental
examples of this type appeared with the rise of large sanctuaries across
the island. These sacred and public sites provided a new venue and context for elite display and presentation.
The beginning of monumental stone sculpture in the ancient Greek
world in the seventh century BCE, which occurs roughly at the same time
as the appearance of large-scale terracotta and stone sculpture in Cyprus,
features predominantly male (kouros) and female (kore) standing types
used in both funerary and religious contexts, serving as either grave
markers or dedications, respectively. In Cyprus, sculpture in the round
(in stone or terracotta) is not used to mark graves, but is exclusive to
sanctuary contexts. Moreover, Cypriot sculpture reveals a much range of
dress and attributes that is much more varied than their Greek counterparts. While limestone sculptures were not deposited in graves, terracotta
figurines are found as grave goods or offerings in some areas of Cyprus.
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Carved limestone grave stelai, on the other hand, are common in the late
Archaic and Classical periods on the island (a practice likely influenced
by the Greek mainland), along with a rich Cypriot tradition of elaborately
carved sarcophagi.
Beginning with the earliest statues in terracotta and limestone in the
seventh century BCE and well into the sixth century BCE, the conical
helmet is the most common form of headgear. Its origins in the ancient
Near East have been well-documented: eighth- and seventh-century BCE
examples in north Syrian and Anatolian (Cilician) art are abundant and
it seems likely that these images prompted a complex artistic negotiation
in Cyprus, where the conical helmet’s meaning was transformed (translated?) into a Cypriot context. Outside Cyprus, the headgear is associated
with military exploits, sometimes worn by kings, but other times by
non-royals, and always on male figures. In Cyprus conical helmets are
often associated with elite males, but absent additional attributes like
armor and weapons in most examples, the military connection is not
clear. The helmet is typically rendered with the cheekpieces pulled up to
the side (indicated by incised lines or paint) and fastened at the top, at
times creating a distinctive knob at the crest in limestone and terracotta
examples. The helmet itself was made of a soft material, likely leather
or fabric, and in some cases patterns or seams in the material are represented.
The helmet is usually paired with an ankle-length chiton combined
with a himation (sometimes decorated along the hem), although other
variations in dress appear (and the chiton/himation combination is used
with other types of headgear). In most cases, the himation covers the right
arm (contra AAP-AM-1574 and AAP-AM-4653), which is bent across the
torso with fist clenched—a gesture associated with deference, piety, and/
or adoration in a religious context. For limestone examples, the lack of
complementary militaristic attributes (e.g., weapons, shields, armor) that
would demand a martial interpretation complicates our understanding
of these figures in Cypriot sanctuaries. Even if these figures wear warrior gear (whether that is a helmet or a helmet combined with arms and
armor), as may be seen in early terracotta examples (e.g., Ayia Irini), this
could emphasize the rank of elite men rather than indicate an explicit military function. For the vast number of Cypriot limestone and large-scale
terracotta examples, the gestures and dress suggest that these figures fulfilled other roles, even if we accept the helmet’s association with military
functions, and their presence as dedications in sanctuaries is likely related
to social, economic, or religious functions, or, more likely, a combination of these roles. For example, it is often noted that limestone bearded
examples (AAP-AM-329) tend to be life-size and larger, while beardless
votaries (AAP-AM-2185) are rendered on a smaller scale, suggesting
that social status and/or rank are tied to age and desire for ostentatious
display, but perhaps also to economic status as the larger statues were
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more expensive. Curiously, this pattern does not hold true for terracottas,
where bearded types dominate at all scales. AAP-AM-4653 is a somewhat
uncommon example of a small-scale terracotta unarmed votary wearing
a conical helmet and adopting the gesture of bent arm across the chest
and wrapped in a himation. Once again, material plays an important role.
While early large-scale terracotta examples can be armed or unarmed,
the helmet becomes a standard attribute for small-scale armed terracotta figurines identified as warriors, worn by freestanding warriors as
well as warriors riding horses and in chariot groups (see the essay on
Warriors, Horses, and Chariots). For limestone sculpture, however, the
helmet is only occasionally—and exceptionally—associated with weapons or other militaristic gear. Although many of these conical helmets
appear to be made of soft material (leather or even cloth), some terracotta
figurines wear a conical helmet with an upright spike that seems to represent a metal helmet (AAP-AM-3535). Another variation, also common
in terracotta, shows a conical helmet with a bent, pointed top that falls
to the back of the head, which must have been made of a soft material
(AAP-AM-1218+1459+2007; AAP-AM-5140; AAP-AM-5151).
In addition to conical helmets, less common headgear appears during
this same period, including crowns of Egyptian inspiration, plain headcloths (AAP-AM-830), and turbans (AAP-AM-2132). The headcloths
may be a local version of an Egyptian “klaft” and these are sometimes
combined with other headgear. The turban appears on only a handful of
statues; it has been interpreted as a Cypriot form of the royal mitra (headdress mentioned by Herodotus, Histories 7.90, as worn by Cypriot kings)
or a headgear specifically associated with sacrifice and ritual activity.
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Male Votary Figurine with Conical Helmet
Terracotta
AAP-AM-4653
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 13.27 cm; W: 7.44 cm; T: 4.90 cm; Wt: 0.241 kg
Date: CA
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 36/SU 3653).
Description
Handmade figurine, broken mid-torso, depicting a standing male votary.
The figure wears a conical helmet, with shoulder-length hair flaring out
from beneath the back, and a chiton with long sleeves and a V-neck collar
(slight traces of red pigment are preserved). The figure holds the proper
left arm bent across the chest, folded in a himation, with fist clenched; the
right arm hangs to the side. Applied pellet ears, an applied large nose, and
a long rectangular beard distinguish the face of the figure. Slight traces of
black pigment outline the eyes and color the beard and mustache, while
red pigment delineates straight, thin lips. The back of the figurine is
smoothed flat, with traces of the coroplast’s fingerprints faintly preserved
(but not visible in the 3D model). The fabric is very pale brown (10YR
7/4); interior fabric at break is darker pink (5YR 7/4) with small- to medium-size deep purple inclusions. Slight traces of light wash are preserved.
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Commentary
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This figurine depicts an unarmed votary wearing a conical helmet (sometimes referred to as a conical cap; for discussion, see Karageorghis 1993:
86–87; Törnkvist 1972: 21–32). Male robed votaries are among the oldest
type of votive art in Cyprus, influenced from Assyrian iconography (for
discussion of chitons with himations, or mantles, see Hermary and Mertens 2015: 28; Karageorghis 1993: 82–85). Robed votaries first appear in
Cyprus around the middle of the seventh century BCE in terracotta and
this iconography was adopted by limestone sculptors at the end of the
century (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 28). The type depicts men (most
bearded) wearing a chiton with fringed himation that covers the right
shoulder, with one arm bent to the chest in a gesture of prayer or adoration
(the Malloura example with left bent arm is unusual; cf. AAP-AM-1574
in limestone). The headdresses worn are varied. The conical helmet references a military status, but in this context it is likely more honorific
than overtly militaristic due to lack of other martial attributes (arms and
armor). Later, unbearded types also proliferate. Antoine Hermary (2015:
28) argues that the type originally represented princes and dignitaries as
pious votaries. Terracotta figurines wearing conical helmets, however, are
most commonly armed or engaged in activities associated with war, such
as riding horses or chariots (Karageorghis 1995: 34–37, 61–97, 100–120);
unarmed examples in clay, such as this figurine, are less common. There
are also some conical-helmeted men depicted performing ritual duties,
such as bringing offerings like animals or vessels.
There are a few examples of CA unarmed votaries wearing conical
helmets (Karageorghis 1995: 22–23, cat. nos. 54–55, 57–60, pl. XI). One
moldmade, beardless votary from Kazaphani wears a similar himation
(although fringed) with the left arm tucked beneath. Another large, moldmade example from Ayios Georgios-Spatharikou wears a short-sleeved
chiton, a fringed himation, and a conical helmet with downturned flaps
that terminate in tassels. There is even a moldmade example that was
used as a wheeled push-toy, with a hole in the chest for insertion of a stick
and another horizontal hole through the lower torso for an axle and two
wheels. These examples, however, are hollow and moldmade and exhibit
more developed facial features that date them to later in the CA, likely the
sixth century BCE. In contrast, the Malloura votary is handmade, with
facial features painted rather than modeled (except the nose). There are
CA II limestone statuettes in similar poses (but with right arms folded
in the himation rather than the left; as already noted, AAP-AM-1574
bends the left arm like AAP-AM-4653) with conical helmets and shoulder-length hair from Idalion (Hermary 1989a: 38–39, cat. nos. 33, 34, and
35)1 and from Kition (Karageorghis 2003: 241–42, cat. no. 281), dated to
the sixth century BCE. Additional limestone examples were found at Golgoi-Ayios Photios, dated to the end of the seventh or early sixth century

BCE (Hermary 2015: 32–34, 37–38, cat. nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 13, 15).2 A larger,
more elaborate example also comes from Golgoi-Ayios Photios (Hermary
2015: 36, cat. no. 11).3 Without direct comparanda, this figurine cannot
be precisely dated. EWA
Counts et al. 2016: 215, fig. 7; Toumazou et al. 2015: 215, fig. 10
3D Model Metadata
Open Context: https://opencontext.org/subjects/4f7b66c3-80ff-47e4b242-79ea889b854d
Sketchfab: https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/aap-am-4653-35b26164f0c84eb38ff0d373f8db2fa5
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Fragmentary Male Votary Head with Conical Helmet
Limestone
AAP-AM-329
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 20.60 cm; W: 15.70 cm; T: 10.60 cm; Wt: 1.385 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 600–575 BCE
Context
Built into the southern part of the eastern section of the peribolos associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU
1075).
Description
Truncated face from a bearded male broken along the forehead, the sides
of the face, and the chin. The forehead is flat and broad. The eye sockets are relatively deep with large, horizontal, almond-shaped eyes and
prominent lids; the proper right eye is slightly larger. The nose appears
disproportionately larger than the rest of the facial features; both the
cheeks and pursed lips are prominent. The remains of a conical helmet
are preserved across the forehead, including evidence for the turned-up
cheek protectors along the proper left side. Slanting, shallow grooves,
which follow the shape of the lips in a V pattern, are visible to the left
and right below the mouth; these indicate the remains of a plain beard.
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The surface is slightly worn, with some minute porous holes; there is no
evidence of pigment, although black splotches of natural discoloration are
visible passim.
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Commentary
AAP-AM-329 is one of the earliest statues recovered from the Malloura
sanctuary to date; its facial features suggest a date at the beginning of
the sixth century BCE, following the chronology established by Antoine
Hermary (1989a: 22–23) for the earliest series of conical helmet figures
from Golgoi-Ayios Photios. In particular, the wide, open eyes (set horizontally on the face); prominent eyeballs (which protrude outward from
the face slightly more at their tops); large, strong nose with open nostrils;
and straight, pursed lips that project from the mouth collectively associate AAP-AM-329 with styles that predate the earliest and more direct
influence from Greek sculpture, when facial features tend to mimic East
Greek styles and, in general, exhibit more graceful proportions. While it
has been argued (Counts 2011b: 153–57) that AAP-AM-329 is sculpted in
the tradition of the colossal head from the MMA (Hermary and Mertens
2015: 30–31, cat. no. 1,4 truly a masterpiece of the type), other examples
of similar scale provide better comparanda (e.g., Brehme et al. 2001:
133–34, cat. no. 141; Hermary 1989a: 25, cat. no. 4; Hermary and Mertens 2015: 31, cat. no. 2).5 As argued elsewhere (Counts 2011b: 153–57),
the evidence suggests that the area of modern Athienou was home to a
thriving and prolific workshop around the turn of the sixth century BCE
that was producing limestone sculptures such as AAP-AM-329 for several
sanctuaries in the region. The Cypriot conical helmet (sometimes referred
to as a conical cap) is generally understood as militaristic headgear, but
the lack of other martial attributes (weapons, shields, etc.) suggests a
more indirect or even honorific association with military power. While
fragmentary, comparison with other similar statues that wear the conical
helmet suggests that the original figure would have been draped in a long
robe, with one arm bent to the chest in a gesture of prayer or adoration
(e.g., Hermary and Mertens 2015: 32–34, cat. nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7).6 DBC
Bibliography
Counts 1998: 142, cat. no. 4, 2011b: 154, fig. 11.2a–b
3D Model Metadata
Sketchfab: https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/aap-am-0329-a742fa8698bc405bbef3bc7c636f40bc
Open Context: https://opencontext.org/subjects/0e921381-4801-48dc828b-c87f10924726
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Male Votary Head with Conical Helmet
Limestone
AAP-AM-2185
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 9.84 cm; W: 4.10 cm; T: 6.39 cm; Wt: 0.250 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 600–550 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 24/SU 2471).
Description
Statuette head of a beardless, male votary wearing a conical helmet,
broken at the top of the neck and along the proper right side. Two deep
grooves extend from the top knob of the headdress down to the rim above
the forehead, in line with the eyes. The brim of the helmet has a small
ridge above the forehead. The knob of the helmet (rising about a centimeter) is shaped as an elongated cylinder on the top and is decorated
with incised, parallel, vertical grooves. The helmet extends down behind
the ears. The proper left ear is large, with little detail, and is rendered
as a thick projection off the head. The proper right ear is not preserved.
The face tapers slightly toward the chin, with small cheeks. The almondshaped eyes are only roughly articulated, raised in flat relief with deep
grooves at the inside corners and under the eyes. The proper right eye is
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set slightly higher on the face, although the face is otherwise symmetrical.
The brow line descends to the nose, which is long and angular. The thin,
pursed lips offer a full smile. The chin is rounded and juts slightly from
the jawline. The back of the head is worked flat, with a large chisel mark
visible. No evidence of pigment or significant discoloration.
Commentary
As noted in the discussion of AAP-AM-329, male votaries with conical helmets are among the earliest dated Cypriot limestone sculptures
and it is difficult to avoid connecting the type with contemporary (and
earlier) examples in terracotta well documented at Ayia Irini (see also
AAP-AM-4653). While the earliest examples, dated to the last part of
the seventh century BCE, are typically bearded (Hermary 1989a: 22–23),
beardless example like AAP-AM-2185 become ubiquitous in Cypriot
sanctuaries during the first half of the sixth century BCE. During this
period, the type, which is reduced in scale and shows evidence of mass
production (typified by abbreviated features and flat profiles), dominates the repertoire of Archaic sculpture in many sanctuaries across the
Mesaoria and beyond, until the influence of East Greek sculptural style
replaces the conical helmet and other headgear with vegetal wreaths. This
fragmentary, but eloquent, example of the type preserves well the helmet, with cheekpieces pulled up and fastened together at the top of the
head (indicated clearly by two vertical incisions). The large, horizontal,
almond-shaped eyes—raised and flat as if unfinished, but more likely now
missing their original paint—place this head within the first half of the
sixth century BCE (see, for example, Hermary 1989a: 39–40, cat. nos. 35
and 38, but also earlier examples—bearded—that offer significant parallels, e.g., 28–29, cat. nos. 12–15). The smile is particularly expressive,
even if details of the eyes and ears are summarily executed, and the deeply
set, pursed lips and prominent chin reinforce an early sixth-century BCE
date. DBC
Bibliography
Unpublished
3D Model Metadata
Sketchfab: https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/aap-am-2185d1dda8402eaa4323b077f634e3a48e29
Open Context: https://opencontext.org/subjects/c9c22309-86e2-4615b285-36c491ddc993
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Fragmentary Face from a Male Votary Statue
Terracotta
AAP-AM-3646
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 7.70 cm; W: 6.70 cm; T: 2.70 cm; Wt: 0.114 kg
Date: CA II, 600–575 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 36/SU 3634).
Description
Moldmade face from a slightly under-life-size statue of a bearded male
votary, broken beneath the eyes and nose, at the cheeks on both sides,
as well as at the neck attachment point. The face is subtly modeled, with
rounded cheeks and short, full lips separated by a deep groove. Black pigment defines the lips and possibly also represents a mustache. The lower
eyelids bulge out from the face and are defined by thick, black pigment.
The chin extends forward slightly from the face; black pigment delineates
a low, chinstrap beard that follows the contour of the jawbone and underneath the chin, with a small circle of black pigment extending up from the
middle of the chin. Indentions where the clay was pressed into the mold
are preserved on the hollow interior of the face. The fabric is pale yellow
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(2.5Y 7/4); inner fabric color is light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4); hollow
inside of face is very pale brown (10YR 7/4); tiny brown and dark purple
inclusions.
Catalogue: AAP-AM-3646
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Commentary
Cypriot coroplasts began a prolific and early tradition of terracotta statuary, ranging from small statuettes to over-life-size statues at least by the
middle of the seventh century BCE (Fourrier 2007: 14–17, 89–92, 103–7;
Henke 2019; Hermary 1991; Karageorghis et al. 2018: 254; Karageorghis
et al. 2019: 115, 125–28). These statues were made with a variety of techniques, usually consisting of combining moldmade faces, moldmade or
wheelmade body parts, and handmade additions to form medium- to
large-scale statues (Henke 2019; Ikosi 1991–92, 1992; Karageorghis 1993:
102–6; Karageorghis et al. 2018: 254; Karageorghis et al. 2019: 123–25).
Coroplasts commonly used a generic face mold to create human faces,
which were used in the construction of both male and female statues;
gender became apparent by the dress, hairstyle, headdress, or with the
addition of a beard as seen with AAP-AM-3646. The beard and possible mustache identify AAP-AM-3646 as male. Although no headdress is
preserved, it is likely that this votary wore a conical helmet based on comparanda. The thick, black-pigmented lips of AAP-AM-3646 are unusual.
Dating is difficult due to the fragmentary nature of this head, but the naturalistic modeling of the cheeks and the overall style suggests a date in the
sixth century BCE. The style of the preserved facial features is closest to
the “Idalion School” (see Fourrier 2007: 39–51; for specific comparanda,
see Karageorghis 1993: 45–46, 68–69, cat. nos. 113, 115, 116, 238–40;7
Karageorghis et al. 2018: 42–43, cat. nos. 64, 66;8 for similar low chinstrap
beard, see an example from the sanctuary of Apollo Hylates at Kourion,
Karageorghis et al. 2018: 44–45, cat. no. 69),9 which parallels other connections in sculptural style between the regions of modern Athienou and
ancient Idalion (e.g., AAP-AM-97; AAP-AM-623; AAP-AM-1108). EWA
Bibliography
Unpublished
3D Model Metadata
Sketchfab: https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/aap-am-3646014951e61ceb43fa899be7dc6a454086
Open Context: https://opencontext.org/subjects/01f2b4e0-169c-4979bb36-c960db0d2966
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Male Votary Head with Egyptianizing Headcloth
Limestone
AAP-AM-830
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 14.69 cm; W: 9.88 cm; T: 13.90 cm; Wt: 1.529 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 600–575 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1099.101).
Description
Under-life-size head of a male votary wearing a headcloth, broken at the
lower part of the neck. The head is wrapped in a tight, plain, Egyptianizing headcloth or kerchief, delineated by a shallow ridge low across the
forehead, which extends back to fully exposed ears and ends in a compact
mass at the base of the neck. The head is narrow and elongated, tapering
in width from back to front, creating a thin and relatively triangular face
when viewed from the front and top. The sharp, tapering effect blurs the
transition from the side to frontal planes of the face. The stylized ears
are disproportionately large, with a central groove repeating the outline
of the ear itself. The eyes are full, rounded, and almond-shaped; they lie
on a horizontal plane tilted slightly downward to the right. The brows
are arched and rendered by exaggerated relief bands; the eyelids are also
modeled in relief. The brows converge and extend down the flat, thin
bridge of the pointed nose, which has slightly flaring nostrils. The mouth
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is small with prominently pursed, straight lips. There is a general asymmetry in the details of the face, with the features of the left side carved
slightly higher on the face than those of the right. The head is carved fully
in the round, although the back is flatter and summarily worked; carving
marks are visible at the back of the head. No evidence of pigment; faint,
black splotches of natural discoloration passim.
Commentary
AAP-AM-830, which is among the earliest preserved limestone sculptures from Malloura, represents a common type in CA Cyprus: the male
votary wearing Egyptianizing headgear in the form of a plain headcloth or
kerchief (Faegersten 2003: 52–54; Hermary and Mertens 2015: 58–59;
see also Markoe 1990 for discussion of the Phoenician role in promoting
Egyptianizing traits). As Antoine Hermary and Joan Mertens (2015: 58)
note, there are more emphatic Egyptianizing attributes (e.g., kilts, necklaces, and crowns) than the headcloth, which was adopted for a range
of statue types. Nevertheless, there are few contemporary parallels from
the island. In particular, the extreme elongation of the head, the pronounced slope from the forehead to the nose, the tapering of the face, and
the blocklike ears are distinct. A mid-sixth-century BCE head with plain
headcloth from Kourion (Young and Young 1955: pl. 70 [st.403]) is comparable in size and possesses a similar cranial depth, but the facial features
are much fleshier and naturalistic. The relatively flat, incised, and heavily
stylized ears are rectangular in shape, recalling the structure of architectural moldings more than natural anatomy; it is quite possible that
they were left unfinished (especially since one might expect delineation
of the “double-lobe” earring, e.g., AAP-AM-1108). Close, but not exact,
parallels for the enigmatic ears are found on a head from Golgoi-Ayios
Photios (Cesnola 1885: pl. 31, no. 206) and a head (possibly from Arsos)
now in Stockholm (Karageorghis 2003: 261, cat. no. 299).10 Given the
lack of local comparanda, we might consider external influences for
AAP-AM-830. Hermary (1989a: 481; 1990c, 1991b) has isolated a series
of statues, termed “chypro-ioniennes,” which, despite their Cypriot character, were most likely produced abroad (e.g., Knidos, Rhodes, Naukratis,
and Samos; see also Kourou et al. 2002). One characteristic that is evident
in several examples of this style is the exaggerated depth of the cranium
and the elongated, narrow face. For example, a statuette from Knidos in
the Louvre (Hermary 1989a: 482, cat. no. 996) features a tapering face
and deeply set ears reminiscent of AAP-AM-830. Still, such comparisons
are fairly underwhelming; in terms of structure and style, the head seems
homeless in Cyprus and is likely a witness to the earliest experiments in
carving at the inception of large-scale limestone sculpture on the island
(the disproportionate features and askew countenance support this idea).
The Malloura head appears to blend several salient characteristics of
Cypriot stone sculpture (high, arched, banded brows; wide, staring eyes;
simple ears) produced at a time when the island was just beginning to
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respond to influences from East Greek sculptural production (including,
but not limited to, Samos; see Schmidt 1968). Such a style is exemplified
by early statues in the Louvre of similar type (Hermary 1989a: 50–51, cat.
nos. 64 and 65)11 and a slightly later, well-preserved bearded figure with
Egyptianizing headcloth and kilt from Golgoi-Ayios Photios (Hermary
and Mertens 2015: 65–66, cat. no. 49).12 A date in the early sixth century
BCE is therefore proposed. DBC
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Male Votary with Conical Helmet
Limestone
AAP-AM-1574
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 70.00 cm; W: 22.50 cm; T: 13.25 cm; Wt: 3.000 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 600–550 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 18/SU 1827).
Description
Limestone votary wearing a conical helmet; the statue was discovered in
two pieces, now joined. The statue is relatively flat in profile and well-preserved with minor chips and weathering. The head is disproportionately
large compared to the body. The conical helmet comes to a point toward
the top rear of the head; two relief bands that run from the edge of the helmet to the top indicate the upturned cheekpieces. Locks of hair flank each
side of the neck below the ears, flaring out from the bottom of the helmet.
The head is slightly tilted to the right and the facial features are asymmetrical: the proper left eye and left ear are higher than their counterparts
on the right side. The large, almond-shaped eyes have well-articulated,
raised lids. The nose is straight and broad, missing the proper left nostril.
The lips are short and thin, pursed with a slight smile; the small chin is
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prominent. The thick neck widens toward its base. The figure wears a
long robe that falls vertically to the feet, flaring out around the ankles. A
relief collar around the neck indicates a short-sleeved chiton (the sleeve
is indicated, roughly, on the right arm). The proper left arm is bent at the
elbow and held tightly against the chest with a clenched fist. The right
arm hangs down straight along the body, with a clenched fist as well. In
both cases, the thumb is large and prominent. The feet emerge from the
bottom of the robe, resting together on a small, square base. No sign of
pigment is preserved; chisel marks are visible across the surface. Natural
discoloration on upper lip; unknown discoloration on right hand. Root
residue and natural inclusions are evident passim.
Commentary
The type represented by AAP-AM-1574 (standing, beardless male with
conical helmet wearing a short-sleeved chiton under a himation) is
common among sanctuaries in and around the Mesaoria plain (e.g., Golgoi-Ayios Photios, Idalion, Tamassos) during the CA period and, thus, its
presence at Malloura is expected. However, with the exception of a handful of small-scale figures in limestone and terracotta (e.g., AAP-AM-714;
AAP-AM-1366+1595), AAP-AM-1574 is the only fully preserved statue
among the thousands of fragments in limestone and terracotta discovered
in the sanctuary of Athienou-Malloura and, by far, the largest at 70 cm
tall. Likewise, despite the ubiquity of the type, the Malloura example offers
an exceptionally rare variation with the left arm bent across the chest
within the himation instead of the right. It is unclear if this departure
from the norm signals anything more than artistic license. Other examples of standing males with the left arm bent across the chest exist, albeit
from different types, usually with so-called “Egyptianizing” attributes
(e.g., Hermary 1989a: 50, cat. no. 64,13 2015: 65–67, cat. nos. 49–50;14
Senff 1993: 26–28, pl. 3a–d [BM C149];). Nevertheless, a scan of major
collections that hold Cypriot limestone sculptures (e.g., MMA, Louvre,
BM) fails to produce examples of draped males with conical helmets and
the left arm bent (although the pose is reflected in another example from
Malloura, in terracotta [AAP-AM-4653]). The piece is also distinguished
by the use of raised, thick relief bands to indicate the helmet cheekpieces
and the demarcated collar of the chiton—a local method for rendering
these attributes in stone. With respect to dating, as is often the case with
early limestone sculpture in Cyprus, the facial features offer the most reliable indices. The body is flat and mostly concealed by the garment with
only the cursorily sculpted feet exposed; yet, the large, almond-shaped
eyes, set horizontally across the face, coupled with the pursed lips, prominent chin, and strong nose point to a date in the first half of the sixth
century BCE. A convincing parallel, although less successful, is found on
a statue from Golgoi-Ayios Photios now in the MMA (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 32, cat. no. 4).15 DBC
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Male Votary Head with Egyptianizing Headcloth and Turban
Limestone
AAP-AM-2132
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 11.30 cm; W: 8.20 cm; T: 8.60 cm; Wt: 0.400 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 550–525 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 24/SU 2466).
Description
Under-life-size head of a male votary wearing a headcloth and turban,
broken at the lower neck. The figure wears a plain, smooth headdress that
runs across the forehead and behind the ears, falling to the shoulders.
A thick, rounded band encircles the head, overlying the headcloth; the
band vanishes on either side as it gives way to the flat, unworked back
of the head. The fleshy, oval face is characterized by large, exophthalmic,
almond-shaped eyes. The narrow brow yields to a long and proportionately large nose, which slants slightly to the proper right. The cheeks are
prominent. The thin, pursed lips are set deeply into the face; an Archaic
smile is clearly discernible. The chin is small and pointed and juts out
from the jaw. The ears are schematic and simply shaped, yet thick and
unnatural. Chisel and punch marks are visible in the separation between
the hair and headdress from the face and neck; toolmarks visible passim.
Some modern chips and natural discoloration can be seen on the top of
the head. Faint traces of red pigment are preserved on the lips.
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This head falls within a tradition of mid-sixth-century BCE limestone
votaries that dominate Cypriot sanctuaries in the Mesaoria plain. The
pursed lips and large, almond-shaped eyes are consistent Archaic traits
in types featuring male votaries wearing conical helmets, diadems, as well
as simple headcloths, as worn by AAP-AM-2132 (e.g., Hermary 1989a:
40, cat. nos. 37–40). Several features suggest that the head may be unfinished. While exophthalmic eyes rendered in flat relief are common, the
eyes of AAP-AM-2132 are not fully articulated—the upper lids protrude
in high relief, while the lower lids are not delineated; likewise, the heavily
stylized and roughly shaped ears are inexplicably thick as though they
have not been carved back to a naturalistic depth. Finally, the nose is large
and prominent—which itself is not a disqualifying feature for Cypriot
statues of the period—but it retains too much of its initial “roughing out,”
as though, like the ears, it still requires reduction. Granted, given the
eclectic nature of Cypriot sculpture in general and the capacity of Cypriot
sculptors to introduce variation and deviation into a fairly stable and
conservative tradition of types and styles, it is difficult to know whether
or not this statuette was indeed “finished” or perhaps just summarily
sketched out for quick delivery from a local workshop. The head’s most
compelling attribute is the thick, rolled, high-relief band that overlays the
headcloth, identified as a separate turban but perhaps simply rendered
from the same material as the headcloth. In this case, the headcloth is a
single piece of fabric with a rolled band added across the forehead to the
back. Similar headgear can be found on a series of heads in the BM (Senff
1993: 53–55, pl. 37 [BM C77, C78, and C79]16). An exact parallel for the
rolled cloth comes from a limestone statuette from Kazaphani (along the
north-central coast in the Kyrenia region); in this case, the presence of
a dagger might suggest a warrior or, more likely (absent a sheath and/
or other military garb), a priest or religious official prepared for sacrifice
(Karageorghis 1978: 184, no. 58). Still, there is no explicit connection to
sacrifice among other examples in limestone, where the turban is often
rendered fully around the head and associated with bearded figures (as
in the example from Kazaphani; see also comments in Sørensen 1994:
83); examples include three heads from Idalion (Senff 1993: 53–55) and
Golgoi (Hermary 1989a: 260, cat. no. 529). Indeed, the headgear on a
smaller-scale, beardless male is rare. Various forms of the turban—while
not always described as such—also appear on terracotta figurines performing a variety of functions (e.g., Karageorghis 1995: pls. I: 2, III: 16,
IV: 5 and 9, VI: 4, VII: 4, XI: 2 and 4, XVII: 1, 5, and 8, XXIV: 2, XXV: 1,
XLII: 8, LXXIV: 4, 5).17 Finally, Antoine Hermary has argued that some
forms of the turban, which include not only the rolled cloth, but also a

front-to-back central band, might be linked to the mitra worn by Cypriot
kings described in Herodotus, Histories 7.90 (Hermary 1989a: 262, cat.
no. 532,18 1989b: 180–81). DBC
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Male Votaries with Diadems and
Cypriot Shorts
Derek B. Counts
The questions of origin, influence, and identity that vex the study of conical helmets worn by Archaic Cypriot male votaries in limestone and
terracotta also shape the discussion of diadems worn by votaries during
this same period. Although almost all male votaries in the CA period
wear headgear of some sort, it is significant that nonmilitary types are
also prevalent, especially in limestone votives. The origins of the diadem, a broad band worn around the head that is often decorated with
relief rosettes (e.g., AAP-AM-1108), are Near Eastern; in fact, Assyrian,
Neo-Hittite, and Achaemenid examples suggest that use of this headdress
was widespread across cultures and reserved for persons of high rank.
In Cyprus, diadems do not appear on statues larger than life-size and
rarely on bearded males; thus, this attribute was perhaps reserved for
“princes” (individuals of royal status associated with the island’s Iron Age
poleis) or other youthful high-status individuals. In many cases, males
wearing diadems don a short-sleeved tunic and so-called Cypriot shorts,
which often carry relief rosettes like the diadems (e.g., AAP-AM-96). In
a terracotta group from Meniko, two men escorting a bull to sacrifice
wear decorated diadems matched with Cypriot shorts, which suggests a
ritual significance; princes and elite men are thought to have served various ritual roles linking them to divinities in Cypriot sanctuaries in the
Iron Age kingdoms. The addition of other accessories, such as earrings
(e.g., AAP-AM-1108) and spiral armlets, also points to the proclivities of
the wealthy and powerful. Gold diadems, some with embossed rosette
decoration and thus similar to the type rendered in sculpture, have been
discovered in tombs. Plain versions of diadems and Cypriot shorts are
also found in limestone and it is possible that rosettes were once painted.
The type is not unknown in terracotta, but extremely rare.
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The origins of Cypriot shorts are not clear, although the garment likely
reflects a local adaptation of Greek orientalizing dress (e.g., seventh-century BCE parallels come from Crete and Samos, as well as on the Temple
of Apollo at Thermon, where Perseus is depicted with rosette-decorated
shorts on a painted metope). The rosettes are also common on locally
made Cypriot White Painted and Bichrome pottery of the seventh and
sixth centuries BCE.
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Male Votary Head with Rosette Diadem
Limestone
AAP-AM-1108
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 24.20 cm; W: 19.20 cm; T: 22.20 cm; Wt: 7.500 kg
Date: CA I, ca. 600 BCE
Context
Found on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the
Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1099.149).
Description
Life-size head of a male votary wearing a diadem, broken at the neck; a
significant crack is visible extending in a U shape from the right to left
sides and across the chin. The crack is the result of the natural weakening of the limestone due to sculpting. The head is somewhat elongated
and oval. Although severely worn, the large, almond-shaped eyes with
sculpted lids are set horizontally on the face. The low-arching brow
extends down the bridge of the nose. The nose is badly preserved, but
was large and prominent. The lips are pursed and prominent, preserving a faint smile. The chin is small and rounded. The sides of the face
are rounded with a smooth transition to the cheeks. The better-preserved
proper right ear is rendered with a wide, flat helix and shallow, ill-defined
interior; a “double-lobe” indicates earrings. The head is wrapped in a
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tight, plain headcloth rendered by a shallow ridge low across the forehead
that extends back and beneath the fully exposed ears, ending in a compact mass at the base of the neck. An ornamental diadem secures the wig
in place and is itself tied with two parallel strings which converge from
either side of the head before meeting at the back of the head. Rosettes
in relief, each with ten radiating leaves and a central bud, decorate the
front and sides of the diadem; the left rosette is poorly preserved due to
weathering on that side. The neck is full and thick. The back of the head is
left flat and smooth, except for the thick band used to fasten the diadem.
There is no evidence of pigment and black splotches of natural discoloration appear passim.
Commentary
This large, impressive head with a rosette diadem is among the earliest
heads discovered at Athienou-Malloura to date (see also AAP-AM-329;
AAP-AM-851). Heads of a style and type comparable to AAP-AM-1108
are common from both Golgoi-Ayios Photios (e.g., Hermary and Mertens
2015: cat. nos. 26, 36)1 and Idalion (e.g., Senff 1993: 46–47, pls. 31a–c
and 32a–c [BM C1 and C3]).2 In particular, the Malloura head is closely
linked to a head from nearby Idalion (C3),3 which is dated by Reinhard
Senff to the end of the seventh century or beginning of the sixth century
BCE (1993: 46–47, pl. 31a–c). The structure of the head and headgear, as
well as the modeling of the face, are similar. Moreover, the pieces employ
an identical solution to the problem of rendering (in stone) the ties that
fasten the diadem in place. Another head from the French excavations
at Malloura and now in the Louvre (Hermary 1989a: 47, cat. no. 58)
is also comparable, especially in the rendering of the facial transitions
and pursed lips; however, the Louvre example certainly exhibits a more
emphatic countenance with its bowed, smiling lips. There has been much
discussion regarding the meaning of the diadem (Hurschmann 2003;
Wieland and Tatton-Brown 2019: 67–68). An example of the same type
of diadem—in gold, embossed with rosettes—was discovered in a tomb in
the Limassol district (Karageorghis 1980: 771, fig. 30). Still, the combination of the large scale and the diadem with its rosette iconography, as
well as the earrings, suggests an association with an important (royal?),
or otherwise wealthy, patron of high status (cf. Sørensen 1994: 82; see
also Sørensen 2017). The head was found lying on the surface of the hardpacked layer, which is associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of
the sanctuary (Toumazou and Counts 2011: 76–77; Toumazou et al. 2015:
206–13). It is among several sculptural fragments that escaped appropriation for the construction of the floor and associated peribolos during the
sanctuary’s reorganization in the late fourth century BCE (see also, e.g.,
AAP-AM-96). DBC
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Fragmentary Male Votary Wearing Cypriot Shorts with Rosettes
Limestone
AAP-AM-96
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 24.60 cm; W: 13.80 cm; T: 7.80 cm; Wt: 1.662 kg
Date: CC I, ca. 480–450 BCE
Context
Found on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the
Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1023).
Description
Torso of a male statuette broken at the neck, at each arm below the
shoulders, and at the legs. The figure wears a tight-fitting chitoniskos
ornamented with a vertical band extending down the center of the torso
from the neckline to the beltline; the band is decorated with inverted
chevrons. A series of oval-shaped depressions along the shoulders renders
the fastening of the garment. A spiral armband is preserved on the left
bicep. The chitoniskos (short chiton) is tucked into short pants (“Cypriot
shorts”). From the belt, above each leg, two hems in relief curve inward
toward the genitalia and then out in a semicircular pattern to meet up
with the raised hems of the legs. Slight traces of a central tie are visible between the two semicircular ridges. The shorts are decorated with a
relief rosette on each thigh (the right is well-preserved; the left is badly
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worn). The back of the statuette is detailed and rounded: drapery is indicated by the visible sleeve lines of the chitoniskos and the hemlines of the
shorts, as well as the bunching of the shorts between the legs under the
buttocks. Breaks on the hips suggest that both arms were extended down
to the legs. The figure stands frontally in subtle contrapposto; movement
of the body is suggested by the slightly higher right pectoral and the position of the legs and hips. The right hip is slightly higher and corresponds
to the stationary right leg, which carries the weight of the body; the left
hip is lower, corresponding to the left leg, which is advanced. Miniature
porous holes are visible passim. There is no evidence of pigment; natural
discoloration is concentrated on the back.
Commentary

90

With very few exceptions, limestone statues donning so-called Cypriot
shorts (a form of the Greek perizoma) tend to be (1) under-life-size,
(2) beardless (or short-bearded) youths, and (3) a phenomenon of the
sixth century BCE (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 47–57; Wieland and
Tatton-Brown 2019: 68–73). Thus, AAP-AM-96 represents an intersection of sixth-century BCE attributes (shorts and spiral armlet) with
emerging late Archaic and early Classical styles most often associated
with well-modeled, nude torsos (see the comments on AAP-AM-1172).
In that sense, the statue might best be characterized as “archaizing,”
although one could also consider the garment more simply as a lingering
style. Two statues from Golgoi-Ayios Photios, now in Istanbul, illustrate
the same basic type. The earlier statue, dated by Haluk Ergüleç (1972:
C.18) to circa 540 BCE, is clearly less vigorous and less skillful in execution—with its straight and long, almost rectangular torso—than the
second one (Istanbul 3319), dated to circa 510–500 BCE (Ergüleç 1972:
C.20). While AAP-AM-96 is more comparable with the latter, it is clearly
more advanced in its representation of movement and should likely fall
circa 480–450 BCE. Although clothed in Archaic garb, the effort to show
displaced weight, the subtle torsion of the body, and the positioning of
the arms alongside the hips suggest imminent movement and the first
signs of the “athletic” stance of early Classical Greek sculpture (Ridgway
1985: 9–10). John Boardman (2007: 84–85) characterized the shift from
a rigid, vertical axis as a “sigh of relief for the history of western art.” There
are few other examples of statues with shorts that so clearly juxtapose the
Archaic garment with the Classical body. A mid-fifth-century BCE torso
from Golgoi-Ayios Photios, now in the Louvre (Hermary 1989a: 49, cat.
no. 62), exudes a similar archaizing feel with its combination of Cypriot
shorts—identical in type to AAP-AM-96—and a well-executed stance.
The presence of Cypriot shorts suggests that the sculptor had consciously
taken the model of the new, Classical body type and draped it in a garment
characteristic of the preceding generation. Various theories have been put
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forth regarding the identification of male figures donning Cypriot shorts
(especially when combined with rosette iconography), including associations with religious activities (sacrifice [Hurschmann 2003]) and/or
royal/elite social identities (Hermary 1989a: 44; Sørensen 1994: 82). The
famous terracotta group from Meniko, which features two male figures
wearing diadems and shorts and escorting a bull, also suggests a connection of this dress to sacrifice (Hermary 1989a: 44; Karageorghis 1977: 37).
Discovered on the surface of the Hellenistic–Roman hard-packed floor
layer, the statue’s archaeological context is inconsistent with its stylistic
date, suggesting that the statue was still on display during this later phase
or otherwise kept within the sacred temenos as an heirloom (Counts 1998:
97; see also the perceptive comments [“different pasts in a continuously
forward-moving present”] in Sørensen 2017: 79–80). DBC
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Male Votaries with
Vegetal Wreaths and Fillets
Derek B. Counts
The sixth century BCE witnessed an influx of Greek artistic influences into
Cyprus, particularly from East Greek workshops on Samos. In Cypriot
sculpture, the face softens, anatomical transitions become smoother,
and the features themselves approach more realistic proportions. At
some point, the enigmatic smile of Archaic Greek sculpture is appropriated by some Cypriot sculptors (e.g., AAP-AM-1108; AAP-AM-2132;
AAP-AM-2185; AAP-AM-4631) and this feature lingers into the CC
period (e.g., AAP-AM-97; AAP-AM-850; AAP-AM-2148). By the end
of the sixth century BCE, the variation in headgear and dress witnessed
in earlier male limestone votaries is replaced with a new type characterized by a Greek-style chiton/himation combination dress coupled with a
vegetal wreath, which features different arrangements as well as a variety of plant species (e.g., AAP-AM-97; AAP-AM-1101; AAP-AM-2314;
AAP-AM-2883). In some cases, attachments like flower buds (e.g.,
AAP-AM-2148) are added.
The sculptures range in scale from over-life-size depictions of mature,
bearded males to smaller, mass-produced, beardless types depicting
younger males. This wreathed votary type dominates Cypriot sanctuaries
(primarily devoted to male divinities or divine male/female pairs) from
the end of the sixth century BCE well into the Roman imperial period.
The wreathed type is far less common, however, with terracotta votaries
of the same period. Large-scale terracotta votaries, often carrying offerings (primarily quadrupeds), usually wear a conical helmet, not wreaths
or fillets; there are a few examples of terracotta votaries wearing plain
fillets or wreaths from Samos.
During this same period, starting in the CA II but especially characteristic of the transition to CC I, some under-life-size beardless males
wear a simple fillet instead of a vegetal wreath (e.g., AAP-AM-1172;
AAP-AM-4632). While earlier Archaic headgear (e.g., conical helmets or

Catalogue: Male Votaries with Vegetal Wreaths and Fillets

headcloths) is more difficult to interpret, votary types wearing wreaths
and fillets seem to represent individual worshippers. In particular,
ancient Greek literature and iconography clearly associate the wreath
with religious veneration and nature’s renewal; in Cyprus, this connection
between the wreath and worship seems obvious. And given the context
and close association of heads wearing fillets with wreathed heads (which,
in fact, include the fillet for practical reasons as the core of the arrangement), a religious interpretation is suggested in the case of this type as
well.
Sculpted Votive Offerings
The ritual association of statues with wreathed heads (usually combined
with a chiton/himation garment) is strengthened by the addition of offerings commonly held; examples include pyxides (e.g., AAP-AM-1072),
birds (e.g., AAP-AM-2800), a variety of fruits (e.g., AAP-AM-3945), phialae (e.g., AAP-AM-4457), and branches. Animal offerings, especially
goats and rams (e.g., AAP-AM-1380), are connected to sacrifices and
feasting, and are usually represented held in the hand or dedicated as
stand-alone representations. The terms and conditions of ancient votive
offerings are best understood as an “if–then” contract of reciprocity. At the
point of contact within a sanctuary, worshippers hoped to win divine favor
in times of trouble or in anticipation of things to come through offerings.
It has been suggested that the statues themselves served as proxies that
were instilled with the power of continual prayer before the god(s).
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Male Votary Head with Fillet
Limestone
AAP-AM-4632
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 9.42 cm; W: 6.85 cm; T: 7.87 cm; Wt: 0.374 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 500 BCE
Context
Found in a fill abutting the interior face of the northern section of the
peribolos of the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary, just east of
the northwestern entrance (EU 52/SU 5239).
Description
Under-life-size head of a male votary wearing a fillet; the head is broken at the base of the neck and there are ancient chips at the back of the
head and along the hairline above the forehead. The proper right side of
the face, especially around the eye, has mostly worn away. The head is
ovoid in shape with a high dome. The almond-shaped eyes are prominent and elongated with raised lids. The large nose descends directly from
the wide brow with lobed nostrils. The mouth is distinguished from the
broad cheeks by subtle nasolabial grooves and dimples that articulate a
slight smile. The lips are thin and pursed; the upper lip protrudes over the
lower one. The jaw is heavy and the chin is wide, but set back in profile
from the rest of the face. The ears lie flat against the sides of the head
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and are ill-defined; the inner ear is rendered flat. The neck is wide and
flares toward the shoulders. The hairstyle consists of heavy, thick locks
that radiate unevenly from the crown and end in short curls above the
forehead and longer, thicker curls in higher relief at the nape of the neck.
The hair is tucked behind the ears, demarcated by deep grooves. The simple fillet disappears around the back of the head, but is assumed since
the hair is cinched as if pulled tight by a tie. The head has some natural
discolorations, including light calcareous encrustations and a dark spot
above the proper left eye. There are slight traces of red pigment preserved
on the lips.
Commentary
Beardless heads with a simple fillet are ubiquitous in Cypriot sanctuaries
of the CA II period, especially in the late sixth and early fifth centuries
BCE. It is difficult to ignore the infelicities of AAP-AM-4632, most notably the unseemly, tall cranium and the rough articulation of the structure
of the head and the hair bound by the fillet. A more successful version of
the type, and of comparable style and date, is published by Antoine Hermary (1989a: 57, cat. no. 78): the rendering of details for the shape of the
head, the hair, and the ears is more naturalistic. The heavily slanted brow,
pursed lips, square jaw, and elongated, thin, and angular eyes all suggest
a date around 500 BCE, prior to the introduction of Greek Severe Style
traits (cf. AAP-AM-1172; AAP-AM-2148; AAP-AM-2314) in the first half
of the fifth century BCE. DBC
Bibliography
Unpublished
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Male Votary Head with Fillet
Limestone
AAP-AM-1172
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 16.25 cm; W: 9.92 cm; T: 11.03 cm; Wt: 1.178 kg
Date: CA II/CC I, ca. 500–450 BCE
Context
Found on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the
Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1099.149).
Description
Under-life-size head of a male votary wearing a fillet, broken at the neck.
The face is full and oval with a broad, flat, slanting forehead and fleshy
jaw/chin; the individual features of the face are somewhat blurred by
weathering. The ears are exposed beneath a thick row of curls; the better-preserved right ear is well delineated, including its interior. The head
has a slight tilt to its proper right. The hair, which is bound by a simple
fillet, is rendered on top by deeply incised grooves that radiate symmetrically from the crown. Beneath the fillet, the hair ends in a single row
of robustly modeled curls that protrude considerably over the forehead,
ears, and nape, creating a deeply shadowed shelf. In back, the hair falls
beneath the fillet in a single row of large, hooked curls. There is no evidence of pigment and black splotches from natural discoloration appear
passim.
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Despite Melitta Brönner’s (2001: 30) assertion that Cypriot sculptors did
not adopt the so-called Greek Severe Style (the most thorough treatment
remains Ridgway 1970), several Cypriot votive statues can be confidently
dated to the first half of the fifth century BCE based on their stylistic
similarities to mainland Greek sculpture of this period (for Severe Style
in Cyprus, see Hermary 2005; Hermary and Mertens 2015: 24). The
heavy, “doughy” jaw of AAP-AM-1172 and slight tilt of the head recall
changes that characterize the break from late Archaic to early Classical
in Greek sculpture, suggesting a date of 500–450 BCE. At first glance,
AAP-AM-1172 recalls the famous Kritios Boy from the Athenian Acropolis
(ca. 480–470 BCE; see Hurwit 1989; Stewart 2008), with his short hairstyle and large, looming curls encircling his head. The intricately carved,
voluminous curls form a deeply shadowed shelf that encircles the head
and recall clearly stylistic trends associated with the Severe Style period.
The Apollo from the west pediment of the Temple of Zeus at Olympia
epitomizes the style; Apollo’s ribbed hair radiates from the crown, while
individualized strands fall over the ears and forehead from the fillet, ending in large, intricately carved curls (Stewart 1990: pl. 270). The influence
of this style reached Magna Graecia (e.g., Holloway 1975: figs. 147–48) as
seen on a marble kouros from Akragas (Holloway 1975: figs. 156–57). The
prominent curls on AAP-AM-1172 betray influence from bronze sculpture, which allowed for the articulation of individualized features—for
example, the famous “Chatsworth Apollo” in the BM (Bouquillon et al.
2006)1 and the limestone “Apollo of Malloura” in the Louvre (Hermary
1989a: 315–17, cat. no. 627).2 A head from Edmond Duthoit’s 1865 excavations at Golgoi-Ayios Photios in the Louvre (Hermary 1989a: 58, cat.
no. 79), dated to circa 490–480 BCE, is comparable in its treatment of
the curls as they fall beneath a fillet. AAP-AM-1172 should probably be
associated with a group of “Hellenized kouroi” dated to the early years of
the fifth century BCE (Weill 1973) that feature short, athletic hairstyles
coupled with active, well-modeled, nude torsos. There are several fully
preserved examples, including a statue in the Cyprus Museum (CM 1939/
VII014.1; Richter 1970: figs. 530–32) and another from Idalion in the BM
(Senff 1993: 48–49, pl. 33e–h; C85),3 both dated to circa 500 BCE. DBC
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Male Votary Head with Vegetal Wreath
Limestone
AAP-AM-2883
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 9.20 cm; W: 5.15 cm; T: 6.15 cm; Wt: 0.298 kg
Date: CA II/CC I, ca. 500–450 BCE
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 36/SU
3603).
Description
Under-life-size head of a male votary wearing a vegetal wreath, truncated diagonally at the neck. The face is oval with flat, almond-shaped,
exophthalmic eyes; a prominent, wide nose flares outward at the nostrils
on either side. The lips are straight, slightly askew, with a hint of smile;
the upper lip appears to project a bit more than the lower lip. The ears
are simple, high-relief blocks without interior detail. The chin is round,
although somewhat pronounced at its tip. The neck is softly modeled with
smooth transitions to the bottom of the jaw. The hair at the top of the head
is represented in relief with grooves forming a diamond-shaped pattern
until the hair meets the wreath. The wreath consists of a simple band with
leaves attached; the leaves maintain a single orientation, slanting right to
left. Beneath the wreath, a series of horizontal grooves appear to delineate
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curls in three rows. The hair at the back of the head is carved only along
the sides as thick locks on either side of the head that fall behind the ears
in a downward, swirling pattern. Mild weathering; light beige calcareous
encrustations throughout. Evidence of applied pigment on the bottom of
the wreath on the proper left side of the head, just above the ear.
Commentary
AAP-AM-2883 fits neatly within a group of under-life-size limestone
votaries which date to the first decades of the fifth century BCE, at the
transition from CA to CC. Characteristics include simply rendered vegetal
wreaths and long hair, combined with cursory facial features that almost
seem unfinished, but are more likely shorthand carving for mass production: exophthalmic eyes (represented in flat, almond-shaped relief )
and schematic ears lacking anatomical detail. Likewise, in each the nose
is straight and broad, with deeply set, flaring nostrils. Other examples
are found in the region from Golgoi-Ayios Photios (Hermary 1989a: 136,
cat. nos. 264–65), Idalion (e.g., Senff 1993: 34–36, pls. 12a–f, 13e–g, and
16a–c [BM C109, C111–112 (incorrectly identified on the BM website as
female), and C115]),4 and Kition (e.g., Gjerstad et al. 1937: pl. XVIII, 4–5,
XXVI, 1–2 and 5, XXIX, 1–2). In fact, the similarities in style and execution between the Malloura example and other regional comparanda
suggest that a single workshop may have been responsible for the production of this particular type. It is quite possible that Kition was the location
for this workshop as many examples come from the Swedish Cyprus
Expedition excavations at the site (Gaber 1986). If so, a regional network
extending from Kition to the north—to Malloura, Golgoi, and Idalion—
would seem to foreshadow the political changes that take place as Kition
expands power and assumes control of Idalion in the fifth century BCE
following the Ionian Revolt (Iacovou 2002: 76–80); given its location,
Malloura would have been easily caught up in this expansion (Gordon
et al. 2011: 29–32). When the body is preserved (e.g., C112 in the BM
and several examples from Kition),5 there is little attention to the structure of the anatomy beneath the long garments (a combination of chiton/
himation); in most cases, they include handheld votive gifts such as birds,
animals, incense boxes, or other items commonly offered by votaries (cf.
AAP-AM-1072; AAP-AM-2800; AAP-AM-3945; AAP-AM-4457). These
votaries point to an especially prolific period in limestone sculpture production in and around the Mesaoria that characterizes the fifth century
BCE; in many cases, attention to detail and delicate carving of volume
gives way to cursorily sculpted statuettes that suggest mass production to
meet local demands. DBC
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Male Votary Head with Vegetal Wreath
Limestone
AAP-AM-97
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 24.70 cm; W: 15.40 cm; T: 19.10 cm; Wt: 2.000 kg
Date: CC I, ca. 480–450 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1024).
Description
Life-size male head wearing a vegetal wreath, broken at the neck. The face
is oval with a broad forehead. The facial features are smoothly rounded
and well-defined with deep cuttings around the eyes and mouth, which
accentuate the arched, low brow, prominent cheekbones, protruding
lips, and sharp chin. The eyes are almond-shaped with thick lids and set
horizontally; the smile is pronounced although asymmetrical. The head
is wreathed by a single row of laurel leaves attached to a thin band and
arranged in a slanting pattern toward the front of the head. The leaves
begin in back on either side and move to the front, where they stop short
of meeting, leaving a small gap above the forehead. The hair is rendered
on top by shallow incisions that radiate out from the crown to meet the
wreath. The hair in back falls in a compact mass to the nape of the neck

107

and is patterned with deep horizontal grooves transected by shallower
vertical incisions. The hair in front (beneath the wreath) is shown by
a row of densely spiraled curls. There is no evidence of pigment; black
splotches of natural discoloration appear passim.
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Commentary
AAP-AM-97 betrays Greek stylistic influences with well-defined, smooth
facial features and a visible smile, coupled with a strong emphasis on
the structure of the underlying cheekbones in the Cypriot tradition. The
eyes remain almond-shaped, yet are less prominent and less open than
in the preceding generation. This head recalls a group from the Athienou region of similar type in the Louvre, which Antoine Hermary has
dated to the second quarter of the fifth century BCE (Hermary 1989a:
145–46, cat. nos. 284, 286–87). In fact, comparison with the head from
the French excavations at Malloura (cat. no. 287) suggests that the two
may share a common workshop. The Louvre head exhibits comparable
attention to smooth facial transitions and well-defined, sculpted eyes.
Furthermore, the broad, semilunar forehead created by the high-arching
front curls and low, almost horizontal brows on both pieces is comparable. Whereas AAP-AM-97 seems to represent the transition from CA to
CC in Cyprus, its companion piece in the Louvre begins to show signs of
the more symmetrical, almost mundane styles of the fifth century BCE
in Cyprus (Gjerstad 1948: 119). Another head from Idalion, now in the
MMA, can also be compared stylistically to AAP-AM-97; Hermary (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 114, cat. no. 115)6 dates this head to the second
quarter of the fifth century BCE. Based on these comparisons, it is likely
that AAP-AM-97 dates to the CC I, circa 480–450 BCE. DBC
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Male Votary Head with Vegetal Wreath
Limestone
AAP-AM-2148
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 13.50 cm; W: 10.60 cm; T: 10.90 cm; Wt: 1.580 kg
Date: CC I, ca. 450–400 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 24/SU 2467).
Description
Under-life-size head of a male votary wearing a vegetal wreath, broken
at the neck beneath the chin. Generally well-preserved except for a large
gash, which may have been intentional, on the left cheek and several holes
on the face and top of the head. The source of the holes is unclear. The
heavy, fleshy face is sculpted naturalistically. The almond-shaped eyes are
set deeply into the sockets, with heavy upper lids indicated by relief lines;
the inner corners taper. The eyes are set horizontally on the face; in profile, they slant inward at an oblique angle, breaking the frontal plane of
the face. The large, straight nose slopes downward from the brow and has
a rounded end; the top of the nose is flat. The cheeks are subtly rendered
and postlabial grooves are modeled. The lips present a slight smile; the
upper lip is significantly thinner than the full, lower lip. The jaw is likewise heavy with a prominent chin. The hair is arranged in parallel, thin,
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wavy strands angled slightly toward the front of the head. The wreath
includes a single row of laurel leaves attached to a band; the crown of
leaves slants inward to the center from either side, but fails to meet in
the middle, leaving a gap. A second row of oblong objects below the band
might represent flower buds. The hair behind the wreath in the back and
across the forehead, framing the ears to either side, consists of a series of
wavy, vertical locks. The ears, large and stylized, protrude from the curls;
the right ear is much better preserved than the left. No evidence of pigment.
Commentary
AAP-AM-2148 is an elegant, well-executed example of CC sculpture in
the second half of the fifth century BCE. The round, fleshy face and strong
jaw betray influence from the Greek Severe Style, which can be seen in
various examples from Cyprus in the second and third quarters of the
fifth century BCE (see the commentary on AAP-AM-1172). A particularly
significant feature of AAP-AM-2148 is the rendering of the hair below the
wreath, represented by a series of zigzag, vertical locks—a stylistic trait
associated with Greek bronzes from the end of the Severe Style (Hermary
and Mertens 2015: 116, with references). In Cyprus, the masterpiece of
this particular rendering of the hair is the so-called “Apollo of Malloura”
in the Louvre (Hermary 1989a: 315–17, cat. no. 627).7 It is also during
this same period (mid-fifth century BCE) that sculptors begin setting
the eyes—sculpted with high-relief lids and round eyeballs—horizontally
(rather than obliquely) on the face (e.g., AAP-AM-850; AAP-AM-2314).
A finely carved, but slightly larger head from the sanctuary of Golgoi-Ayios Photios provides the closest parallel and may, in fact, come from the
same regional workshop. The style is contemporary and the arrangement
of the wreath and hair is identical (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 116, cat.
no. 118; see also cat. no. 119, which is of similar date and type).8 In general,
the type of wreath is a combination of leaves and oblong “flower buds.”
F. N. Pryce (1931: 55) first identified these accessories as beads, while
Hélène Cassimatis (1982: 160), in her important study of the various
types of wreaths and attachments, called them acorns. Antoine Hermary
(1989a: 126) identified them as “boutons de fleurs” (flower buds). As Cassimatis (1982: 160) points out, it would have been necessary to attach
these embellishments to the wreath (whether they were a natural or artificial decoration). It seems clear, in any case, that the wreathed votary type
with a second row of “flower buds” is common in the second half of the
fifth century BCE, as on an example from the BM that, according to the
curator’s comments, may be from the region of Athienou (e.g., Pryce 1931:
56, C 129;9 see also commentary for AAP-AM-2314). DBC
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Male Votary Head with Vegetal Wreath
Limestone
AAP-AM-2314
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 10.73 cm; W: 7.15 cm; T: 8.31 cm; Wt: 0.450 kg
Date: CC, ca. 450–400 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 30/SU 3016).
Description
Under-life-size head of a male votary wearing a vegetal wreath, broken
at base of neck. The head is well-preserved with the exception of two
long gashes on the lower right cheek. The face is roughly oval in shape,
tapering to the chin. The features penetrate the stone, creating large, deep
eye sockets defined sharply above the cheeks and full lips. The almondshaped eyes are set roughly horizontally on the face, even “sagging” a little
at the outer corners; in profile, they slant inward at an oblique angle,
breaking the frontal plane of the face. The lids are carved in high relief,
framing the large, prominent eyeballs. The large, straight nose is thin,
sloping downward from the brow with flaring nostrils. The lips present a
slight smile; the upper lip is significantly thinner than the full, lower lip.
The cheeks are fleshy, with a heavy jaw and somewhat narrow chin. Hair

113

Catalogue: AAP-AM-2314
114

is rendered on the top by deep, parallel grooves, which radiate out from
the crown to meet the wreath. The wreath includes a single row of laurel
leaves attached to a band; the crown of leaves slants inward to the center
from either side, but fails to meet in the middle, leaving a gap. A second
row of oblong objects below the band might represent flower buds. On
the back, the hair falls to the nape of the neck in stylized locks indicated
by incisions. The hair around the front of the head, beneath the wreath,
is shown by two rows of curls. There are some splotches of natural black
discoloration. Faint traces of red pigment are visible on the lips.
Commentary
AAP-AM-2314 is a close relative of AAP-AM-2148, with the notable exception of the hair; on the former the hair is rendered as simple, stylized curls
versus the more intricately carved, vertical locks on the latter. Nevertheless, the type and arrangement of the wreath, the presence of so-called
“flower buds” (see discussion of similar attributes on AAP-AM-2148),
and the stylistic features of the face are very similar and suggest a contemporary date. Not surprisingly, given the close stylistic connections
with Malloura (Counts 2011b), the closest parallel for AAP-AM-2314 is
a well-preserved head from Golgoi-Ayios Photios in the MMA (Hermary
and Mertens 2015: 116, cat. no. 118).10 Another head, in the BM (C129)
and purportedly from Idalion (although see the curator’s comments in the
online catalogue, which suggests Athienou as a possible provenance;11 see
also the commentary for AAP-AM-2148), presents essentially the same
type and similar stylistic features, although AAP-AM-2314 is a little more
angular. DBC
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Male Votary Head with Vegetal Wreath
Limestone
AAP-AM-1101
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 20.45 cm; W: 17.55 cm; T: 11.22 cm; Wt: 1.837 kg
Date: Hellenistic I, ca. 300–200 BCE
Context
Found on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the
Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1099.140).
Description
Under-life-size male head wearing a vegetal wreath, broken at the lower
part of the neck and elsewhere. The top and back of the head (especially the proper left half ) is poorly preserved, with truncated surfaces
and severe weathering (including pockmarks). In contrast, the front is
well-preserved and finely carved, including the face, wreath, and hair.
A row of long, laurel leaves encircles the head, attached to a thin band;
the leaves tilt inward from each direction toward the center, but do not
meet, leaving a gap above the forehead. Beneath the wreath, the hair is
vigorously modeled in a series of flame-like S-shaped curls. Immediately
above the forehead, the curls seem to emanate from the center; on the
proper left side (where preservation is best), the curls are rendered as
thick, curved masses framing the ear. The face is oval with a wide, vertical
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forehead. Facial features are sharply defined with eyes carved deep within
the cavernous orbits. The eyes are set horizontally across the face, yet in
profile they slant inward at an oblique angle, breaking the frontal plane
of the face. The eyelids are carved in thick relief, framing the prominent,
round eyeballs. The nose is strong with rather broad, flaring nostrils. Lips
are straight although slightly askew; they are fleshy and full, well modeled
and slightly pursed. The chin is round and prominent (though chipped).
No evidence of applied pigment; black splotches of varying degrees of
intensity from natural discoloration passim.
Commentary
It is perhaps fitting that when this head was first discovered during excavations, buried facedown in its deposit, it was identified as a rock (after
all, statues are rocks). AAP-AM-1101 has the distinction of being among
the most poorly preserved, identifiable heads recovered from Athienou-Malloura, but also one of the most beautifully carved. The subtle
sculpting of the face, with soft, deeply set eyes and full and fleshy, partially
open lips, corresponds to trends in Cypriot sculpture in the Hellenistic
period, although a refined chronology for this period is notoriously difficult to map. In general, the Hellenistic period at Malloura is represented
by a robust assemblage of limestone statuettes of the Cypriot Pan, such
as AAP-AM-624+697, AAP-AM-1076, AAP-AM-2740 (the largest corpus known from ancient Cyprus); Artemis (e.g., AAP-AM-4929); Apollo
(Counts and Toumazou 2003: 242–43); and female dancing groups (e.g.,
AAP-AM-5126). A series of Hellenistic heads from Idalion in the BM
(Connelly 1988: 64–65, cat. nos. 22, 23, 24;12 although Senff 1993: 40–42
suggests a mid-fourth century BCE date for cat. no. 24) offers parallels
for the overall features of AAP-AM-1101; all of the heads share broad,
straight foreheads, deep-set eyes turned inward at an oblique angle, and
slightly open, full lips. One can also appreciate the similarities in hairstyle,
with distinct S-pattern (wavy) locks falling to either side and curling to
the center; likewise, as Joan Connelly (1988: 65) vividly describes, “at the
temples, the locks double under to form S-patterns modeled with higher
relief and plasticity.” This same suite of stylistic traits is found on a head
said to be from Kythrea (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 123, cat. no. 131
dated to the early second century BCE,13 but placed by Connelly [1988:
84, 88, cat. no. 32] in her “Golgoi school”) dated to the mid-third century
BCE. In particular, the head repeats the same S-patterning of hair under
the wreath and over the ears, but also shares a certain fleshiness of facial
features, in addition to a similar treatment of the carved surface, which
might even suggest a common workshop. DBC
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Ram Statuette
Limestone
AAP-AM-1380
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 15.31 cm; W: 12.89 cm; T: 7.35 cm; Wt: 0.921 kg
Date: CA II (?), ca. 600–500 BCE
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 24/SU
2408).
Description
Fragmentary limestone ram broken below the torso; the torso, head,
horns, and upper leg of the front proper right leg are preserved. The end
of the face, including the muzzle, is not preserved. The body of the ram is
large and plump, especially in comparison to the smaller head. The features of the ram’s head (e.g., eyes, horns) sit slightly askew on either side,
but are well articulated despite weathering. The prominent horns extend
in a broad cover from the forehead to either side, framing the face of the
ram. Oval-shaped ears are nestled within the curve of the horns. The
incised eyes are roughly oval in shape. Patches of natural gray discoloration appear on the proper right side of the body. No evidence of pigment.
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Limestone and terracotta animals, whether depicted alone or with other
animals, humans, or divinities, are ubiquitous in Cypriot sanctuaries—
inanimate complements to the faunal remains that indicate a wide use
of animals as offerings (often depicted in statuary) for feasting and ritual
activity. The pattern of breakage present along one side of AAP-AM-1380,
as well as the slight tilt of the head, suggests that this representation of
a ram may have originally been held against a votary’s torso. In particular, the ram can be associated with power and fertility, shepherding and
animal husbandry, as well as the rural landscape more generally. Beyond
such pastoral connotations, however, the ram also signaled royal and
divine ideas as seen on coins of certain Cypriot kings (e.g., the sixth- and
fifth-century BCE coins of Salamis; see Hill 1904: pl. xiii, nos. 9–10, such
as a mid-fifth century BCE silver siglos of King Euanthes of Salamis)14
and in sculpted representations of gods (e.g., the Zeus-Ammon type, seen
in AAP-AM-623 and AAP-AM-714; see Counts 2009). Antoine Hermary
(1989a: 464, cat. no. 966) roughly dates a similar ram statuette from
Golgoi-Ayios Photios in the Louvre to the sixth or fifth century BCE.
The closest parallels to the Malloura example come from the Heraion of
Samos, where several limestone rams of similar type and scale were discovered (Schmidt 1968: 66, pl. 118); two (C68 and C70) came from the
ash layers associated with altars V and VI (prior to the so-called Rhoikos
Altar, i.e., the first half of the sixth century BCE (Henke 2019)). Based on
these comparisons, it seems justified to date this piece within the sixth
century BCE, although one must admit that the type would be entirely
consistent with dedications up to and including the Hellenistic period.
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Votary Right Hand with Bird
Limestone
AAP-AM-2800
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 11.90 cm; W: 7.70 cm; T: 4.00 cm; Wt: 0.266 kg
Date: CC (?)
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 28/SU 2850).
Description
Under-life-size limestone right arm, broken at the middle of the forearm,
holding a bird by the wings; the bird is broken just below the feet and tail.
There are several modern nicks on the top of the hand and wrist area.
The hand is fully preserved; all five fingers are clearly differentiated by
grooves. The tips of the bird’s wings emerge from the thumb and index
finger, which are pressed together in order to grip the wings. The bird’s
left wing follows the direction of the underside of the forearm; the wing is
rendered as an elongated triangle with a series of twelve rounded feathers
delineated by shallow incisions. The right wing is partially obscured by
the hand, but is rendered similarly. The bird’s head is turned to the left
(almost all the way around) and upward, as if in the direction of the figure
holding it. The head is carved in high relief, with only the right eye and
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right side of the beak represented. The body is somewhat pear-shaped,
with two legs curled up in an S-pattern tucked underneath. Mild weathering evidenced by dark beige calcareous encrustations and very light
porosity throughout. Evidence of added red pigment on the bird’s left leg.
Catalogue: AAP-AM-2800
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Of the many handheld attributes held by votary statues (e.g., phialae,
fruits, pyxides), including several examples in this catalogue, by far the
most common is the bird, especially from the late Archaic through Hellenistic periods. Birds are commonly represented in a wide variety of
media on Cyprus and are prevalent in art associated with religion, especially sculpted votaries that carry birds as offerings. A relief from Sparta
offers a nice parallel for the act of offering birds; it depicts two worshippers in diminutive scale offering gifts of a bird and flower, respectively,
to a seated hero (Boardman 2007: fig. 253). In Cyprus, the wings of the
bird are usually pinched together between the thumb and index finger
of the hand, and the bird’s body is rendered frontally, hanging from the
hand (e.g., Hermary and Mertens 2015: 110–11, cat. no. 109, 112, cat. no.
111, 135, cat. no. 149;15 Senff 1993: 34–36, pls. 12d–f, 12g–j, 14a–d, 14e–g
[BM C112, C136, C114, C131]).16 Thus, the position of the bird here is both
unexpected and rare. While the wings are held in the expected position,
the dramatic turn of the bird’s head back in the direction of the votary is
extraordinary, adding a rather intimate connection to an otherwise static
scene. Sylvia Brehme et al. (2001: 167, cat. no. 179) published a fragment
from a statue from the excavations of Max Ohnefalsch-Richter at Idalion
at the so-called “Temenos of Aphrodite” that may represent a parallel; the
bird’s head turns sharply back to its proper right. She suggests that it was
held in the hand of a female votary and notes the significance of birds
to Aphrodite. In the case of AAP-AM-2800, the particular species of the
bird in question is unclear. DBC
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Votary Left Hand with Pyxis
Limestone
AAP-AM-1072
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 17.95 cm; W: 11.40 cm; T: 10.55 cm; Wt: 1.330 kg
Date: CC–Hellenistic
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 18/SU
1806).
Description
Over-life-size left hand broken at the wrist. Deep grooves and robust
modeling delineate each finger; likewise, each fingernail, as well as the
proximal nail folds and skin, are well-defined. The hand clenches a cylindrical object that rests tightly between the thumb and the index finger.
The object has a flat, round upper surface with a cylindrical body that
tapers slightly toward the bottom. A thin relief band formed by two parallel horizontal grooves encircles the object at its midpoint. There is no
evidence of pigment, but there is some natural discoloration, primarily
between the fingers and on top of the hand.
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The pyxis, alternatively identified as an incense box (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 221), represents a handheld offering common to male votive
statues as early as the sixth century BCE and well into the Hellenistic
period. Because of this wide chronological span, it is difficult to arrive
at a precise date for AAP-AM-1072. The scale and overall quality of
carving, especially the care given to articulate the fingernails and other
details of the fingers, suggest that this piece once belonged to an impressive draped statue, perhaps of the Classical or Hellenistic period. In fact,
AAP-AM-1072 was likely sculpted in the same workshop that produced
a hand holding a pyxis in the MMA (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 223,
cat. no. 294);17 the decoration of the pyxis as well as the articulation of
the features of the hand are strikingly similar. A fully preserved statuette of a boy from Golgoi-Ayios Photios, also in the MMA and dated by
Antoine Hermary to the late Hellenistic or Roman period (Hermary and
Mertens 2015: 146, cat. no. 166),18 is depicted in the act of opening a box
of the same type. Based on this comparison, the high relief line present
on the Malloura pyxis (as well as other similar pyxides, e.g., Cesnola 1885:
XXVIII, 146–50; Hermary and Mertens 2015: 221, cat. nos. 290, 294)19
surely indicates the lid of the container. In general, the presentation of
boxes containing incense is unsurprising considering the plethora of
incense burners (thymiateria) that have been recovered from sanctuaries, including Athienou-Malloura (e.g., AAP-AM-184; AAP-AM-632;
see also Counts 2009), and, more generally, the role of altars and fire in
Cypriot rituals. DBC
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Votary Left Hand with Fruit
Limestone
AAP-AM-3945
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 7.70 cm; W: 5.30 cm; T: 3.60 cm; Wt: 0.091 kg
Date: CC–Hellenistic
Context
Found in an alluvial fill over an ancient, robbed-out area of the northern
section of the peribolos of the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary
(EU 44/SU 4414).
Description
Under-life-size left hand holding a spherical piece of fruit; there is a clean
break that extends from below the wrist to the base of the thumb. Chisel
marks delineate each finger with sharp transitions; the marks become
more pronounced and squared closer to where fingers meet the hand.
The hand holds the piece of fruit pinched between the thumb and middle finger, supported by the index finger. Fingernails rendered by shallow
grooves mark the tip of each finger. The top of the piece of fruit has a divot
crossed by an X-shaped groove, which likely represents the source of its
stem. No evidence of pigment. Small porous holes on worked surface and
encrustations on broken surface due to natural weathering.
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Fruits are a common handheld attribute among male and female votary
statues dedicated in Cypriot sanctuaries; other common votive gifts
include pyxides (e.g., AAP-AM-1072), phialae (e.g., AAP-AM-4457),
branches, flowers, animals (e.g., goats, rams [e.g., AAP-AM-1380], bulls),
and, especially, birds (e.g., AAP-AM-2800). The identification of the type
of fruit is difficult, but the presence of a stem core suggests an apple (cf.
apples sculpted on a Roman cippus in the MMA [Hermary and Mertens
2015: 382, cat. no. 506]20) rather than a pomegranate, which has a distinctly different starburst stem that ancient Cypriot sculptors managed
to re-create naturalistically in limestone. A similar approach to the stem
core, including the X-shaped pattern, is found on a so-called “Temple Girl”
in the MMA (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 212, cat. no. 274).21 Antoine
Hermary and Joan Mertens (2015: 225, cat. no. 298) also published a
strikingly similar example,22 also fragmentary and presumably broken off
a votary statue, from Golgoi-Ayios Photios, identified as an apple. DBC
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Votary Right Hand with Phiale
Limestone
AAP-AM-4457
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 19.50 cm; W: 14.80 cm; T: 9.60 cm; Wt: 1.690 kg
Date: CC–Hellenistic
Context
Found on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the
Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary, immediately south of the
northern section of the peribolos (EU 46/SU 4634).
Description
Over-life-size limestone right hand holding a phiale, broken at the wrist.
A large break runs along the index finger, with smaller chips present at
the fingertips. The flaring rim of the phiale is also broken. The hand delicately cradles the phiale by the tips of the fingers, anchored by the thumb
along the top/rim of the vessel. The hand is large and fleshy, with well-articulated fingers and fingernails. The shallow phiale is decorated along
its body with a series of low-relief, petal-shaped flutes. The interior of the
vessel is flat and undecorated. Black natural discolorations passim. Toolmarks are observable.
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The shallow bowl, or phiale, is one of many handheld attributes common
on Cypriot limestone sculptures of the Archaic–Hellenistic periods; other
examples include birds and other animals, branches, pyxides, fruits, and
flowers. Yet, while other attributes are usually identified as votive offerings,
the phiale is an object of ritual action, imbued with religious connotations associated with libations. On Cyprus, votaries (e.g., Hermary and
Mertens 2015: 92–94, cat. no. 86) and even divine figures (Hermary and
Mertens 2015: 320–21, cat. no. 448) hold phialae in association with religious activity;23 the bowls are also closely associated with funerary rites
(e.g., representations on both grave reliefs and decorated sarcophagi;
see Hermary and Mertens 2015: 343, 363–70, cat. nos. 478, 491).24 Two
elaborately decorated examples in limestone are found in the MMA (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 219–20, cat. nos. 286, 287).25 Comparisons with
these, as well as with bronze and silver phialae (Markoe 1985), suggest
that the body decoration found on AAP-AM-4457 represents a translation of metal into stone, perhaps stylized petals of a rosette or lotus. The
fragmentary piece is difficult to date, but the scale and quality of carving
is consistent with limestone votaries produced in the Classical and Hellenistic periods (an argument also made for AAP-AM-1072). DBC
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Warriors, Horses, and Chariots
Erin Walcek Averett
While the first types we explored focused on depictions of votaries, many
bearing gifts, this category of offering is less overtly religious in subject.
Moreover, the first types consisted primarily of limestone statuary, while
this category is comprised almost entirely of terracotta figurines. The
majority depict male warriors, either freestanding, on horseback, or in
chariot groups (the war animal and vehicle par excellence). While such
militaristic subjects may at first seem an odd choice for a religious dedication, we should keep in mind that Cypriot sanctuaries functioned as
dynamic spaces where political and social power and status seem to have
been reified and displayed through ritual performances and dedication.
In this context, the dedication of warrior statues and figurines can be
understood as expressions of elite male status and power displayed in
these sacred and public venues. The elite themes in this type belie any
simplistic links between scale, medium, and status of the subject. In other
words, we should not assume that the simple, handmade clay figurines
dedicated in the thousands across the island’s sanctuaries were humble
dedications.
Terracotta dedications in this category depict soldiers (or at least men
overtly referencing military status) bearing weapons or wearing armor,
most commonly the conical helmet. While standing warriors occur at
scales ranging from over-life-size to miniature, the more complex chariot
and horse-and-rider compositions are primarily restricted to small-scale
figurine groups or small limestone statuettes. Because of their subject,
figures of this type are often portrayed in active poses and in group compositions. Another significant difference between the votary and warrior
types is that terracotta figurines (but not larger-scale figures) depicting
warriors are also found in tombs, unlike depictions of votaries, which
seem to have been produced exclusively for dedication in sanctuaries.
Despite these differences, both votary and warrior dedications showcase
elite ideology: while limestone votaries emphasize elite dress and piety,
the terracotta warriors express elite masculinity through displays of
prowess in war.
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Compared to the cultures surrounding Cyprus, the island artistic record is light on war iconography and evidence for a sustained war
ideology is lacking. Scenes of warriors and warfare are rare on painted
pottery, bronze bowls, and as noted above in stone statuary. It is significant then that military subjects explode in the CA period with the
dedication of hundreds or even thousands of warrior, chariot, and horseand-rider figurines across the island. In particular, they were dedicated
in large numbers at sanctuaries of male deities, including Ayia Irini,
Peyia, Apollo Hylates at Kourion, Salamis, and Malloura. The figures in
this type include standing warriors (including a fragment from a rare,
life-size example in limestone, AAP-AM-254) who hold swords, spears,
and shields and wear a variety of helmets. The conical helmet, however,
and its variations (see Male Votaries with Conical Helmets and Other
Headgear), is the most common form of headgear. Other male figures
ride horses or quadrigae (more rarely bigae). In some examples, these
warriors are armed (especially on the overtly militaristic terracotta chariot groups, AAP-AM-1218+1459+2007; AAP-AM-2100), but in other
examples, the riders or chariot groups appear ceremonial and merely reference their use in war (e.g., AAP-AM-4360; limestone chariot groups,
for example, do not contain armed riders, as illustrated on two limestone
sarcophagi from Amathous, now in the MMA, with reliefs depicting ceremonial chariot processions). It is possible that chariot processions, some
of which also included horse riders, were used for religious and funerary ceremonies that included chariot parades based on the inclusion of
chariots in the royal burials at Salamis and on depictions of chariot processions on the Amathous sarcophagus (although no chariot figurines
have been found in graves). In limestone, freestanding chariot groups are
almost never represented, with a unique life-size example in the Cyprus
Museum; significantly, the few smaller limestone examples are clustered in the Mesaoria plain, with several examples from Malloura (e.g.,
AAP-AM-4360).
Finally, armed and unarmed figures appear on horseback
(e.g.,AAP-AM-998; AAP-AM-1099; AAP-AM-1530). The horse is an
animal reserved for the most elite members of Cypriot society, especially
associated with royalty, men of high social status, war, and ceremonial
processions (as seen on Cypriot painted pottery and with the elaborate
royal burials at Salamis with horse sacrifices). Like the chariot groups
(whether explicitly armed or not), horse-and-rider figures were likely
also linked to ceremonial religious processions that showcased elite male
status in religious and funerary settings. Given the focus of military iconography on terracotta figurines and the lack of scenes of active warfare
in Cypriot art more generally, it is likely that these figurines represented a
ceremonial war ideology or even religious concepts rather than a warrior
ethos as we see, for example, in the Greek world.
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Fragmentary Arm Cradling a Sword
Limestone
AAP-AM-254
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 24.00 cm; W: 17.00 cm; T: 15.00 cm; Wt: 2.000 kg
Date: CA (?)
Context
Excavated from a disturbed level (EU 10/SU 1047), which included
robbed-out sections of the southeast corner of the Hellenistic–Roman
temenos; possibly built into a wall.
Description
Life-size left forearm broken at the elbow and knuckles; the object held
in the hand is broken along the same lines at its top and bottom. The fingers are missing, but the thumb is clearly delineated. Cradled in the hand
and forearm is the hilt of a large sword. The grip is decorated with four
horizontal flutes (ca. 7 mm wide). The pommel is demarcated by a series
of scallop-shaped edges, which follow its contour. The massive, oversize
sword guard is bell-shaped, widening toward the break (where it would
have met the figure’s torso); a single, deep incision dissects the otherwise
flat surface. There is no evidence of pigment.
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AAP-AM-254 recalls two other fragments of the same type from Golgoi-Ayios Photios, now in the MMA collection (Hermary and Mertens
2015: 222–23, cat. nos. 292, 293),1 which were all likely produced in the
same workshop in the region of Athienou (Counts 2011b: 158–59). In
particular, similarities between the formal characteristics of cat. no. 292
and AAP-AM-254 are especially compelling and leave little doubt that
they were produced by the same sculptor; as such, this comparison provides the strongest evidence of an “Athienou School” of sculptors in this
region. The fragmentary nature of the Malloura example and the lack of
clear stratigraphic evidence make a precise date difficult. Antoine Hermary dates cat. no. 292 to the Hellenistic or Roman period, although it
is not clear upon what evidence or consideration he arrives at this date;
he is uncertain of a date for cat. no. 293. Based on the carving, martial
iconography, and comparisons to similar examples in terracotta, an earlier (Archaic?) date seems more likely. The identification of the handheld
attribute as a sword is based on comparisons with a fully preserved terracotta warrior figure from Ayia Irini (Karageorghis 1993: 17, cat. no. 34, pl.
9), where only the pommel and grip are visible extending from the torso
(in a mode similar to our example), and another fragment of a terracotta
sword with the same pommel type—but of unknown provenience—now
in the Cyprus Museum (Karageorghis 1993: 91, fig. 66). AAP-AM-254
and its companions from Golgoi represent an extremely rare type of
armed warrior within the expansive corpus of Archaic–Roman limestone
statues known from the island. Hermary and Joan Mertens (2015: 68–69,
cat. no. 54) published an example from Golgoi-Ayios Photios wearing an
Egyptianizing kilt and holding a sheathed sword;2 another draped male
figure in the MMA from the first half of the fifth century BCE (Hermary
and Mertens 2015: 112–13, cat. no. 112) is depicted with a small dagger
and aryballos,3 but should probably be associated with some ritual action
rather than interpreted as a warrior figure (see Hermary and Mertens
2015: 154–57, cat. nos. 178, 179, 182 for other variations).4 DBC
Bibliography
Counts 1998: 168, cat. no. 30, 2011b: 158–59, fig. 11.11a–b
3D Model Metadata
Sketchfab: https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/
aap-am-0254-df1231a4044d4c648ec7254d1e2c65c1
Open Context: https://opencontext.org/subjects/a999c216-a88a-4cd3a6a8-9401221881bc

Catalogue: AAP-AM-5151

Male Warrior Figurine
Terracotta
AAP-AM-5151
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 9.52 cm; W: 5.46 cm; T: 4.66 cm; Wt: 0.092 kg
Date: CA II, 600–500 BCE
Context
Found among a scatter of limestone cobbles and plaster resting above the
surface of an elevated platform (?) in the northwestern part of the excavated sanctuary (EU 58/SU 5806).
Description
Handmade male warrior figurine wearing a conical helmet, broken at
the waist; both arms are broken just below the shoulder. The conical helmet, painted with a dark red pigment, terminates in a long, bent-back
fold that falls down the back of the headdress. Shoulder-length hair, with
black pigment preserved, protrudes in a triangular shapes from beneath
the helmet to either side of the neck. The face is broad and cylindrical,
with large, almond-shaped eyes rendered with black outlines and a black
dot pupil; the eyes are downturned at the outer corner. Arched eyebrows are also rendered with black pigment. Small, oval ears (the proper
right slightly larger) were applied asymmetrically to the side of the head
between the bottom of the helmet and the start of the hair. A large, trian-
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gular nose was applied between the eyes. The chin is modeled to form a
long, rectangular beard that juts forward from the plane of the face. An
“X” is painted in dark red across the torso. A small piece of added rectangular clay, broken, is preserved beneath the proper left arm; this is likely
the hilt from a sword. The fabric has many small and medium dark red
and purple inclusions; the wash is pale yellowish tan on the exterior (2.5Y
8/2) with a pale grayish-green interior (5Y 7/2). The surface has many
calcareous encrustations.
Commentary
Warrior figures of various scales and materials were popular dedications at Cypriot sanctuaries in the CA–CC periods and were especially
prevalent at those of male deities. Despite the link between warrior iconography and the elite males who defined their social status by their
military prowess, such overt military images are found most abundantly
in small-scale terracotta figurines; this belies any simplistic correlations
between status, dedication size, and expense. AAP-AM-5151 is generally
similar to other CA handmade warrior figurines, some of which rode in
chariot groups, that were dedicated at sanctuaries across the island and
placed in some tombs. There are several fragments from similar warrior
figurines from the Malloura sanctuary, but this example is almost identical to AAP-AM-5140, making it possible that the pair rode in a chariot
and might have been produced by the same coroplast or workshop. The
style of the facial features and helmet date AAP-AM-5151 to the sixth century BCE (see, for example, similar warriors from chariot groups from
Ayia Irini and Meniko-Litharkes: Karageorghis 1995: 108–10, cat. nos.
4–6, 10,5 pls. LVIII–LX, LX, LXIII; see also Karageorghis 1993: 87; Törnkvist 1972: 22–25 for the helmet style likely made from leather or soft
material). The style of the facial features, the flaring hair, and the type
of helmet with a bent-back, pointed fold are closely paralleled by a CA
Cypriot horse-and-rider warrior head dedicated at the Lindos sanctuary
on Rhodes (Blinkenberg 1931: 482, cat. no. 1976, pl. 88) as well as horseand-rider figurines from Amathous (Karageorghis 1995: 79, cat. nos.
30, 33, pls. XL: 7, XLI: 2). The piece of added clay under the proper left
arm is most likely the hilt of a sword held tucked under the left arm; this
pose is found on warrior figurines from Ayia Irini, Amathous, Larnaka,
and elsewhere (see Karageorghis 1995: 34–36, cat. nos. 1, 2,6 3–10, pls.
XVI–XVII). This stylistic date for AAP-AM-5151 makes its findspot all
the more significant. This warrior figurine, together with several other
CA offerings (in particular it was found right below the female mask
AAP-AM-5115), was found associated with a stone feature (perhaps a
platform) constructed during the Hellenistic phase of the sanctuary in
a layer that contained purely Hellenistic ceramics. This further corroborates evidence that not all earlier votives were gathered and used as fill for
the reorganized Hellenistic sanctuary, but at least some remained visible,
perhaps on display (e.g., AAP-AM-1108). EWA
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Male Warrior Figurine Head
Terracotta
AAP-AM-5140
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 6.08 cm; W: 5.02 cm; T: 3.99 cm; Wt: 0.060 kg
Date: CA II, 600–500 BCE

Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 40/SU 4045).
Description
Bearded male head with a conical helmet from a handmade warrior figurine, broken at the neck; the proper left edge of the beard is chipped.
The helmet has a rounded brim and rises to a bent-back, pointed fold
that falls down the back of the helmet; dark red pigment is preserved on
the headgear. Shoulder-length hair, with some black pigment preserved,
protrudes in a triangular pattern from beneath the helmet to either side
of the neck. The face is broad and cylindrical, widening to a flaring beard
that juts out prominently from the face with black pigment preserved. The
large, almond-shaped eyes, downturned at the outer corner, are rendered
as painted black outlines with a dot pupil. Black pigment denoting arched
eyebrows is preserved above the eyes. Bright red pigment details straight,
thin lips with a horizontal line that tapers at the ends; a black mustache is
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painted above the lips and connects to the beard below around the sides
of the mouth. The applied nose, with dark red pigment preserved, is large
and projects from the middle of the face in a triangular knob. Large, oval
ears were applied to the sides of the head; each ear has a small depression
in the center and preserved dark red pigment on the front side and black
pigment on the back side. The fabric is light gray (2.5Y 7/2) with fine
inclusions. Minor calcareous encrustations from weathering passim.
Commentary
This warrior head could come from a standing warrior figurine, a horseand-rider, or a charioteer figurine. The fact that it is almost identical to
the fragmentary warrior AAP-AM-5151 suggests that the two figurines
might have rode in the same chariot and were made by the same coroplast
or in the same workshop. The style of the facial features and helmet date
AAP-AM-5140 to the sixth century BCE (see, for example, similar warriors
from chariot groups from Ayia Irini and Meniko-Litharkes, Karageorghis
1995: 108–10, cat. nos. 4–6, 10,7 pls. LVIII–LX, LX, LXIII; see also Karageorghis 1993: 87; Törnkvist 1972: 22–25 for helmet style, likely made
out of cloth or leather). The style of the facial features, the flaring hair,
and the type of helmet with bent-back, pointed fold are closely paralleled
by a CA horse-and-rider warrior head dedicated at the Lindos sanctuary
on Rhodes (Blinkenberg 1931: 482, cat. no. 1976, pl. 88) as well as horseand-rider figurines from Amathous (Karageorghis 1995: 79, cat. nos. 30,
33, pls. XL: 7, XLI: 2). EWA
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Chariot Model Group
Terracotta
AAP-AM-1218+1459+2007
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 14.92 cm; W: 7.32 cm; T: 12.02 cm; Wt: 0.283 kg
Date: CA II
Context
The chariot box fragment (AAP-AM-1218) and one passenger
(AAP-AM-2007) were found in disturbed contexts, within modern
looters’s pits (EU 18/SU 1805 and EU 88/SU 8841). The charioteer
(AAP-AM-1459) was found in the construction fill of the hard-packed
floor layer associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary
(EU 18/SU 1822).
Description
Fragmentary handmade chariot model including chariot box with pedestaled, cylindrical base and three passengers (two now joined to the chariot
box floor, only the base remains of the third). The box is missing the front
and proper right guards; the base is broken on all sides. The chariot box
is roughly square with a curved front guard and open at the rear with a
projecting floor. Added clay at the lower rear corners of the box are likely
attachment points for wheels; a possible trace of the rounded edge of a
wheel is visible high on the proper left guard. An attachment break at
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front left is likely for a yoke pole. A charioteer figurine is attached to the
bottom of the preserved portion of the front guard; the lower torso was
smoothed to the guard and the body tapers to a thin oval attachment
point (no legs are articulated). The body of the charioteer is a simple
cylinder and both arms extend to grasp the reins (only the left is fully
preserved). The face is long with a large applied nose, pellet ears, and a
prominent pointed chin representing a beard. The eyes are not modeled
and were likely originally painted. The charioteer wears a conical helmet
with a rounded brim that rises to a bent-back, pointed top. A second passenger, who also has a simple cylindrical torso and both arms broken, was
attached to the rear right floor. From the break patterns of the arms, it is
possible that this warrior served as the shield bearer. The face is long with
an applied nose (now missing), pellet ears (only left ear preserved), and a
prominent, jutting chin representing a beard. The eyes are not modeled
but were likely originally painted. The figure wears a pointed helmet similar to the charioteer’s, but not as well-preserved. Two long locks of hair
descend from beneath the back rim of the pointed helmet and fall along
each shoulder. A broken attachment for a third passenger is preserved at
the left rear of the chariot. While there are visible fingerprints passim,
they are not visible on the 3D model. No evidence of added paint. Exterior
is very pale brown (10YR 8/3); interior is orange (2.5YR 5/8) with light
brown core (7.5 YR 6/4).
Commentary
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AAP-AM-1218+1459+2007 is a locally produced, handmade chariot
model. Like most CA votive chariot models, this example represents a war
chariot with armed riders, a common dedication to male deities (see entry
for AAP-AM-589+1193). Unlike AAP-AM-589+1193, this chariot has a
rounded front guard and features a single charioteer with two passengers
at the rear. This example displays general similarities to other handmade
chariot models, but the form of the Malloura chariot with a pedestaled,
cylindrical base and attached wheels is especially close to examples from
Ayia Irini and one said to be from Amathous (Karageorghis 1995: 109,
cat. no. 9, pl. LXII; Karageorghis et al. 2018: 50, cat. no. 80).8 Charioteers with similar conical helmets with bent-back tops are paralleled
on examples from Ayia Irini and Meniko-Litharkes (e.g., Karageorghis
1995: 108–10, cat. nos. 4–6, 10,9 pls. LVIII–LX, LX, LXIII; see also Karageorghis 1993: 87; Törnkvist 1972: 22–25 for helmet style likely made
from leather or soft material). The presence of three individuals (a driver,
a warrior, and a shield bearer) is common in Cypriot chariot models (see,
e.g., Karageorghis 1995: 110, pl. LXIII: 1;10 for discussion, see Törnkvist
1972: 43–44). The above examples all date to the CA, and most to the CA
II, providing comparanda for the dating of the Malloura chariot model.
EWA
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Chariot Model Group
Terracotta
AAP-AM-589+1193
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 12.46 cm; W: 9.81 cm; T: 9.34 cm; Wt: 0.350 kg
Date: CA II
Context
Found separately in three pieces (two from the chariot box found together
in EU 10/SU 1099.049 and the chariot loop in EU 10/SU 1099.153) in
two different areas of the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer
associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary.
Description
Handmade terracotta chariot model (three pieces, now joined) with chariot box and attachment points of three figures preserved. The chariot box
is roughly square, missing the top of the upper left guard. A hole for an
axle is preserved at the bottom right; the left axle is broken off within
the fitting. The beginnings of two draft poles are preserved on the upper
front guard (similar to other chariots from Malloura). The chariot box is
divided into two compartments by a central partition, which ends at the
rear of the box in a vertical loop. The lower bodies of a charioteer and two
passengers (likely warriors) are preserved inside: two are pressed against
the inner front of the box on either side of the central partition, and a third
stands behind the rear loop with the lower body and separated left hand
attached to the loop preserved. All three cylindrical torsos were smoothed
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onto the floor with no legs or feet articulated. The upper rear of the right
guard is pierced with a circular hole. A broken cylinder of clay attached
to the right exterior guard may represent a spear held by the right charioteer. A circular shield decorated with piercings passim is attached to the
exterior right guard. A small, attached piece of clay on top of the rear right
guard might represent the hand of the third back passenger. The back of
the chariot box is open; the rear floor ends in a thin, overhanging lip that
creates a platform. The bottom of the chariot is semi-hollow, revealing the
axle cavities. There are traces of red pigment on the proper right exterior,
shield, and spear, as well as faint traces on the exterior of the front. The
fabric is a light gray (2.5Y 7/2).
Commentary
AAP-AM-589+1193 is similar to numerous chariot models dedicated at
sanctuaries of male deities throughout Cyprus in the CA period, especially
in the sixth century BCE. This Malloura chariot is somewhat similar to the
small, handmade chariot models from the sanctuary of Apollo Hylates at
Kourion (Young and Young 1955: pls. 26–27). Yet, the Malloura chariot is
executed in a unique local style, characterized by larger, complex chariot
boxes and schematic handmade riders with different headdresses (when
preserved). The box with vertical loop and three passengers is similar to
a more complete chariot model from the Michaelides Collection, now in
the Cyprus Museum (Crouwel 1987: 107, no. 50, pl. XXXIX: 2; Karageorghis 1995: 104, cat. no. 4, pl. LV: 4), and larger examples with similar
interior arrangements with three passengers come from Ayia Irini and
Meniko-Litharkes (Karageorghis 1995: 108–10, cat. nos. 5–6, 9–10,11 pls.
LIX, LX, LXII, LXIII). Bronze loops like the ones depicted on this model
have been found in association with an actual chariot from the Salamis
necropolis (Karageorghis 1973: 73, 79, pl. CCLXXVI: no. 220/2). Models
such as AAP-AM-589+1193 are not accurate depictions of chariots, but
instead represent stylized versions, schematically rendered by coroplasts.
It is notable that at Malloura and other sanctuaries, terracotta chariot
models are often overtly militaristic, with armed warriors as passengers,
while the few limestone representations of chariots (e.g., AAP-AM-4360)
at Malloura and elsewhere contain unarmed dignitaries, emphasizing the
use of these vehicles in both war and ceremonial processions. The link
between terracotta war chariot models and male sanctuaries (especially
those of Apollo) connects this type with male deities on Cyprus. EWA
Bibliography
Averett 2011: 137, fig. 10.4
3D Model Metadata
Sketchfab: https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/aap-am-05891193-448a7f0392b6453cb0fb3c1105dd8cd6
Open Context: https://opencontext.org/subjects/1c7a10a6-1208-42a28b7c-d52ac7b1bee3

Catalogue: AAP-AM-3535

Charioteer
Terracotta
AAP-AM-3535
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 16.60 cm; W: 4.00 cm; T: 3.50 cm; Wt: 0.112 kg
Date: CA II
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 36/SU
3628).
Description
Handmade charioteer with a conical helmet, originally from a chariot
model; missing both arms below shoulders and broken at attachment
point at bottom. The body is an elongated cylinder, with no feet, legs, or
garment detailed (perhaps it was originally painted). The bottom of the
cylindrical body was originally attached directly to the chariot box floor;
discoloration along the bottom half of the front (reddish yellow, 7.5YR
7/6) reveals the point of attachment at the inner front of the chariot.
The back proper left side of the cylindrical torso has broken areas where
the figure originally attached to another passenger. Both arms are outstretched, suggesting the charioteer was holding the reins. A thick neck
transitions without shoulders to the arms. The face is broad and cylindrical with small circles for ears applied on the sides. The facial features
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are not modeled and were likely originally painted, with the exception of
a large, applied nose (slight traces of dark red pigment preserved). The
chin projects forward slightly, indicating a small beard. Faint traces of
eyes are outlined with black pigment and black dot pupils are visible. The
conical helmet has a pronounced vertical spike that sits atop the head.
Shoulder-length hair flares out in a triangular pattern to either side of the
neck beneath the ears. Fabric is very pale brown (10YR 8/3) with medium
dark red and purple inclusions.
Commentary
The break patterns of AAP-AM-3535 indicate that this figurine was originally part of a chariot group with multiple passengers. There are several
examples of handmade military chariot models with multiple passengers wearing a variety of headgear from the Malloura sanctuary (e.g.,
AAP-AM-589+1193; AAP-AM-1218+1459+2007), as well as from sanctuaries throughout the island (especially prevalent at sanctuaries of male
deities). AAP-AM-3535 wears a type of helmet that extends upward into
a straight vertical spike, with or without cheekpieces, that was likely made
of metal (see discussion in Karageorghis 1993: 86–87, large scale examples from Ayia Irini, 20–21, cat. nos. 43, figs. 9–10, 12;12 Törnkvist 1972:
22, 26, fig. 26). The closest parallels to AAP-AM-3535 include handmade
chariot groups from Ayia Irini and Meniko-Litharkes (Karageorghis
1995: 108–10, cat. nos. 4–6, 9–10,13 11, 13), although the Malloura example represents a distinctive local style. EWA
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Warrior Figurine from Chariot Group
Terracotta
AAP-AM-2100
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 8.20 cm; W: 8.00 cm; T: 5.40 cm; Wt: 0.073 kg
Date: CA II, 600–500 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 24/SU 2458).
Description
Handmade terracotta warrior wearing a conical helmet, broken at the
waist; left arm missing. The helmet extends vertically to a pointed top; a
rolled ridge defines the rim of the helmet. The face is broad and flat with a
projecting chin, representing a beard, and a large, applied nose. An elongated left ear is attached; the right ear is not preserved. A circular shield
is slung over the warrior’s back, attached by a thick strap rendered in clay
that extends over the shoulders and around the neck. The diameter of the
shield reaches from the back of the figure’s head to the lower back. The
shield is flat with a conical boss protruding from the center. The proper
left arm of the warrior is broken just below the shoulder, while the proper
right arm is preserved to the wrist. Preserved pigment includes: red and
black stripes on the arms, red and black on the torso, red on the helmet
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and nose, and black along the sides of the face and lining the eyes. Faint
red pigment is also visible on the shield. Fabric is very light brown (10YR
8/2), with interior light gray (2.5Y 7/1) with small brown and black inclusions.
Catalogue: AAP-AM-2100

Commentary
AAP-AM-2100 represents a common type of warrior figurine with shield
found in Cypriot sanctuaries and tombs. While most examples depict
warriors wielding a shield in an active pose or carried at their side, the
positioning of the shield slung across the back on the Malloura example is distinctive and rare (for a limestone example from a chariot group,
see Hermary and Mertens 2015: 188–89, cat. no. 235). The shield position and outstretched pose of the preserved arms makes it likely that
AAP-AM-2100 originally rode at the back of a chariot group. The closest
parallel is a CA chariot model allegedly from Kotchati (Hadjiprodromou
Collection, Famagusta, no. 426; Karageorghis 1995: 107, cat. no. 2, pl.
LVII). The warrior figurine in this model stands closely behind the charioteer; the position of the shield and the arms as well as the general style
of the body and painted decoration are similar to the Malloura example.
Overall, the simple black and red decoration on the torso; the stylized,
large, painted eyes; and the broad, flat plane of the face with jutting beard
date this figurine to the CA II period. EWA
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Quadriga Chariot Group
Limestone
AAP-AM-4360
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 31.90 cm; W: 13.70 cm; T: 26.30 cm; Wt: 8.125 kg
Date: CC
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 52/SU
5206).
Description
Limestone quadriga with two charioteers (missing heads) and four horses
(missing most of the front legs). The front guard is curved with a partially
enclosed back guard; traces of red pigment are visible on the floor. The
chariot wheels are indicated in relief against the chariot box as flat, undecorated disks. The interior of the box is a solid mass; the charioteer torsos
emerge from the stone with forearms resting on the high dashboard. The
proper right charioteer is taller and appears to be the driver; his left hand
is slightly clenched and the right thumb is extended to hold the reins
(perhaps originally painted). The left charioteer extends the index finger
of his right hand, while the left hand is less well-preserved. Both figures
wear a chiton and himation (red pigment is well-preserved along folds of
both garments). The left charioteer is only preserved to mid-torso, but
the more complete right charioteer’s garment crosses the top of the right
shoulder and falls down the front and back in diagonal folds.
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The horses are rendered side by side; their hindquarters abut the
front guard. The straight tails of the pole horses appear in relief against
the outer guard; small, wavy incisions delineate locks of tail hair. The
hind legs spring directly from the base, with only the pole horses’ outer
legs and hooves delineated as relief against the chariot wheel. The thigh,
calf, fetlock joint, and hoof are carved naturalistically, and the legs are
extended to suggest a canter gait. The curved underside of the horses is
rendered as a smooth arc, with no anatomical detailing. The upper part
of the front legs of three horses is indicated in relief, while the legs of the
fourth horse are not preserved. A simple yoke, with slight traces of red
pigment visible, is rendered as a thick band resting across the base of the
horses’ necks. Chisel marks are visible on the underside of the horses and
between the wheels at the back; drill punches are visible over most of the
worked surfaces. Shallow incisions radiating around the rim of the left
wheel may indicate spokes. Modern chips and scratches (possibly from
looters’ tools) are apparent primarily on the left side of the group. Small
dark splotches discolor the worked surfaces.
Commentary
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AAP-AM-4360 is one of at least three limestone chariot groups from Malloura. While terracotta chariot groups are abundant in Iron Age Cyprus
(see Karageorghis 1995: 100–20) and at Malloura, limestone examples
are much more limited. Provenanced examples of limestone chariots
come from two contexts: sanctuaries of male divinities (Golgoi-Ayios
Photios [Hermary and Mertens 2015: 188–92, cat. nos. 235, 241],14
Idalion [Senff 1993: 61, pl. 45a–d (BM C84)],15 and Apollo Hylates at
Kourion [Buitron-Oliver 1983: 230; Crouwel 1987: 107, pl. XXXVI. 1–2;
Hermary 1996a: 147, pl. 44. 1; Hermary and Mertens 2015: 191, cat. no.
239; Young and Young 1955: 175]) and the palace of Amathous (Brehme
et al. 2001: 166–67, cat. no. 178;16 Hermary 1981: cat. nos. 45–47, 2000:
129, cat. no. 850). There are also unprovenanced examples in the MMA
(Hermary and Mertens 2015: 192, cat. no. 240)17 and the Louvre (Hermary 1989a: 288, cat. nos. 582–83). Limestone chariots are generally
dated to the sixth through fourth centuries BCE. The Malloura example
is most similar to a chariot model of unknown provenance now in the
MMA, dated to the second half of the fifth century or fourth century BCE
(Hermary and Mertens 2015: 192, cat. no. 240); in particular, the four
horses abutting the chariot, the lack of definition of individual horses, and
the simplified chariot representation are common features. The Malloura
and MMA examples are similar enough to suggest a common workshop,
although the carving of the Malloura example is superior. Unlike CA
terracotta chariot groups, which often depict military chariots carrying
warriors (for an exception, see the CA II–CC I terracotta chariot model
with Athena from Mersinaki: Karageorghis 2003: 221, cat. no. 257),18
the lack of martial attributes—like other limestone examples—suggests
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that AAP-AM-4360 does not depict a military vehicle. Here, the chariot
denotes rank and status (Crouwel 1987: 113) and represents a ceremonial
vehicle carrying unarmed figures, most likely dignitaries or high-status
individuals in a procession (although attendant military associations
might be implied). The use of chariots in processions—and associated
with elite status—is most explicitly seen on two sarcophagi in the MMA
from Amathous and Golgoi (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 353–70, cat.
nos. 490, 491).19 EWA, DBC
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Horse-and-Rider Figurine
Terracotta
AAP-AM-1530
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 11.98 cm; W: 14.62 cm; T: 5.45 cm; Wt: 0.289 kg
Date: CA II, 600–500 BCE
Context
Found on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the
Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 18/SU 1825).
Description
Handmade horse-and-rider figurine, broken at the proper right front and
rear legs. The horse has a narrow muzzle, bulging eyes, and triangular ears
of added clay. A pronounced forelock of added clay extends from the top
of the head to the mane. An added roll of clay forms the tail, which arcs up
and over to hang down the proper right rear leg. The preserved proper left
legs are elongated triangles in shape and taper to a point with no knee,
fetlock, or hoof modeled. The rider’s schematic body is pressed directly
and smoothed onto the horse’s back and neck, with short legs summarily
rendered straddling the horse’s body. The rider’s torso is simple; attached,
curved arms extend forward and the undifferentiated hands (no individual fingers are delineated) attach to the horse’s neck. The rider’s face is
long and broad, with a large, applied nose and applied, circular ears. Long

157

Catalogue: AAP-AM-1530

hair is rendered with two pieces of added clay, attached beneath the ears,
that flare out to terminate at the shoulders. Dark, fungal discoloration visible on proper left of the horse’s head; small patches of calcium deposits
visible on the back of the rider. No evidence of added pigmentation. Exterior varies from light beige (10YR 8/2) to light red (5YR 7/4) with gray
(5YR 6/1) on the rider’s right lock; interior fabric is light red (5YR 7/4) to
orange (5YR 6/6) with a light gray core (10YR 6/2), with numerous small
pebble inclusions.
Commentary
AAP-AM-1530 is typical of small handmade and moldmade horse-andrider figurines (such as AAP-AM-1099) dedicated in large numbers at
sanctuaries of male deities (especially prevalent at the sanctuary of Apollo
Hylates at Kourion) and placed in some tombs. The overall style of the
Malloura rider (notably the hair, a large nose, small ears, arms summarily
attached to the horse’s neck, and the truncated legs of the rider) is similar
to Vassos Karageorghis’s Type II(i)c (1995: 76–93). The style is especially
close to an unprovenanced figurine in the Louvre depicting a rider on
a pegasos (Karageorghis 1995: 95, cat. no. 1, pl. XLIX: 5). This horse is
also somewhat similar to another unprovenanced figurine with a similar
muzzle, forelock, body, and curved tail (although with different headgear)
(Karageorghis 1995: 88–89, cat. no. 89,20 pl. XLVII: 6). The finding of
this votive, dated stylistically to CA II, on the floor of the reorganized
sanctuary offers further evidence that not all earlier votive offerings were
buried as fill during construction. EWA
Bibliography
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Averett 2011: 140, fig. 10.12
3D Model Metadata
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Horse-and-Rider Figurine
Terracotta
AAP-AM-1099
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 13.86 cm; W: 17.45 cm; T: 6.82 cm; Wt: 0.353 kg
Date: CA II
Context
Found in two pieces, now joined. The torso (with fragmentary rider) was
discovered in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 94/SU
9410). The muzzle was found in a disturbed context, a mixed deposit consisting of cultural layers and modern looter pits (EU 94/SU 9416).
Description
Handmade horse-and-rider figurine (muzzle found separately, now
joined), missing proper right rear leg, lower part of proper right front
leg, and tail; the rider is missing except the attachment point, the saddle,
and proper left leg. The horse’s body is summarily rendered as a small
cylinder, with long, flattened cylindrical legs that taper to a flat circular
end (no fetlock or hooves are modeled). Only the beginning of the tail
is preserved. A double breast collar with two hanging tassels, divided by
vertical incisions into four parts with traces of black and red pigment,
decorates the neck. There are attachment points for the rider’s hands
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(now missing) on each side of the neck. The horse’s head has upright triangular ears with vertical indentations delineating the inner ear, and a
rounded, applied forelock transitions into the mane. The horse head has
modeled, bulging eyes (painted with large, black outlines and black dot
pupils) and ends in a long muzzle with an incised mouth with a bit and
two vertical, incised nostrils. The bit, consisting of a circular pellet with
a crescent-shaped loop, is attached to a bridle made of added clay, with a
long and deep incision forming two straps (right side partially missing).
The cheekpieces terminate in two coffee bean–shaped beads. A wide, flat
applied strap runs along the top of the nose (the upper half between the
eyes is missing). Traces of red pigment preserved all over the horse. The
remains of an applied flat saddle or blanket are preserved on the horse’s
back. A rider was originally attached to the saddle, positioned close to the
horse’s neck to grip the mane or bridle with both hands. The preserved
rider’s left leg extends down to the horse’s front knees. The rider’s foot
is simple in shape, with no footwear detailed. Fabric is a yellowish beige
(10YR 8/3) with small dark inclusions.
Commentary
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Horse-and-rider figurines were popular dedications in sanctuaries of
male deities in the CA period (especially prevalent at the sanctuary of
Apollo Hylates at Kourion) and were also placed in some tombs. Horses,
whether individual figurines or part of a chariot group or with a rider, are
associated with wealth and elite status and carry military connotations as
well. AAP-AM-1099 is similar to a horse-and-rider figurine from a tomb
at Amathous and some unprovenanced figurines with similar bridles and
tassels (Karageorghis 1995: 86–89, cat. nos. 86, 90,21 pl. XLVII: 2, 4).
EWA
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3D Model Metadata
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Horse-and-Rider Statuette Fragment
Limestone
AAP-AM-998
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 12.32 cm; W: 10.88 cm; T: 5.65 cm; Wt: 0.661 kg
Date: CA II–CC I
Context
Found in a disturbed context, a mixed deposit consisting of alluvial layers
and modern looter pits (EU 18/SU 1802).
Description
Fragment of a limestone horse-and-rider statuette, preserving the proper
left forequarters and left leg of the rider. The proper right side is missing due to limestone fracture. Surface wear obscures the details of the
rider, although it appears that the rider wears some type of shorts and
possibly boots. The horse has a broad breast collar, from which hang five
tassels with faint vertical striations visible. No evidence of pigment; black
splotches of natural discoloration passim.
Commentary
Horse-and-rider statuettes are generally rare in limestone, but are much
more prevalent in terracotta (both in medium and small scale: see Crouwel and Tatton-Brown 1988; Karageorghis 1995: 91), where they are
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found especially at sanctuaries dedicated to male deities (see Hermary
1996a: 147–48; Karageorghis 1995: 61–95). AAP-AM-998 is one of the
few examples in limestone of this type (for the relationship between
small-scale terracotta and limestone statuettes, see Vandenabeele 1994).
Similar limestone horse-and-rider statuettes have been found at Kourion
(Hermary 1996a: pl. 46: 2–3), Idalion (Senff 1993: 61, pl. 45e–i [BM C82,
C83]), Tamassos (Pryce 1931: cat. no. C81),22 Golgoi-Ayios Photios (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 189, cat. no. 236),23 Potamia (Karageorghis 1979:
pl. xlv: 6), and from the palace at Amathous (Hermary 2000: 129–30, cat.
nos. 851–54). The tassels and breast collar of the Malloura horse are a
simplified version of the Golgoi and Idalion examples, tentatively dated to
the middle to third quarter of the sixth century BCE. A more precise date
is difficult to determine, although Antoine Hermary (1996a: 147–48) has
dated the type (based on the large number found at the temple of Apollo
Hylates at Kourion) to a fairly limited period from circa 550 to 450 BCE
(see also Vandenabeele 1994: 128 for a similar conclusion). EWA, DBC
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Female Figures and Other Types
Erin Walcek Averett
To some extent, Cypriot sanctuaries were structured around gendered
principles: male deities in general received more dedications of male
votives, while goddesses were given more female votive types. In reality,
however, the gender breakdown is rarely this simple. Most sanctuaries included the worship of male and female deities, and men, women,
and children from various socioeconomic levels participated in religious
activities including prayers, votive dedications, ceremonies, festivals,
and banquets (as depicted on a famous relief from Golgoi, fig. 1.11). It
is not surprising, therefore, that women featured prominently in the
votive record of the island in the Iron Age, nor that they were present
in a sanctuary primarily dedicated to male deities. The same questions
that complicate the study of Cypriot male images regarding attributes and
meaning, but also material, scale, and origins, also apply to limestone and
terracotta female statues dedicated in Cypriot sanctuaries.
Women appear as elaborately dressed and bejeweled votaries and
perhaps even as priestesses impersonating goddesses in limestone and
terracotta before the end of the seventh century BCE. The female votaries wear a variety of dress combinations as well as jewelry types (most
commonly necklaces, earrings, and bracelets); such ornate dress displays
social status, but also in the ancient Mediterranean and Near East has
symbolic value. Certain jewelry especially can connote beauty, divinity,
and even magical power. Not surprisingly, there is debate over which
female figures represent votaries and priestesses and which represent
divinities, and identification is usually based on particular poses or attributes (e.g., AAP-AM-1366+1595). In particular, the elaborate kalathos
headdress (named after a vessel of similar shape) found on many limestone statues has been interpreted as an attribute of both human and
divine types; a related headdress, the high polos, has been linked to the
iconography of a female divinity. More clear are the many depictions of
women as veiled supplicants (e.g., AAP-AM-850).
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Female figures appear in a variety of poses. In limestone, female
votaries often bear gifts (e.g., fruits, flowers, small animals, vessels,
instruments, or food) held close to the chest in the right or left hand.
Significantly, this active participation in votive practice appears on the
earliest, as well as later, examples—a situation not mirrored by male votaries, who do not hold offerings in the earlier phases. In terracotta, female
figures can hold both arms upraised, or place their hands on or beneath
their breasts or by their sides, or they can hold votive offerings, vessels,
food, musical instruments (lyre, tambourine, drum, etc.), or infants (kourotrophos). They can even be enthroned (if they are divine) or appear
in scenes of domestic life—for example, food preparation or childbirth.
Early female votive statues, such as those from Arsos and Golgoi-Ayios
Photios, are represented with a plain garment and Egyptianizing coiffure with large, prominent necklaces and earrings. By the end of the CA
period, some female types are inspired by Greek korai and wear Ionian
dress, while types inspired by the Levant flourish also alongside these,
including the dea gravitas figurines. During the CC and Hellenistic periods, Greek influence is more prevalent, as seen on veiled female votaries
(e.g., AAP-AM-850) and hydriaphoros types. But, as with earlier phases,
standard Cypriot types continued throughout these later phases too.
Women also feature prominently in group compositions in terracotta
and limestone. They are found in scenes on votive reliefs (e.g., fig. 1.11), in
figural scenes of domestic life (e.g., childbirth, food preparation), and in
dancing compositions (e.g., AAP-AM-5126). Additionally, women feature
in erotic scenes on vase painting, lamp reliefs, and, in a unique limestone
example from Malloura (e.g., AAP-AM-325).
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Robed Female Figurine
Terracotta
AAP-AM-1366+1595
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 11.14 cm; W: 3.25 cm; T: 2.92 cm; Wt: 0.041 kg
Date: CA II/CC I
Context
AAP-AM-1366 was found in a mixed, contaminated stratum consisting
of plow zone, alluvial layers, and modern looter’s pits (EU 24/SU 2400).
AAP-AM-1595 was excavated in the construction fill of the hard-packed
floor layer associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary
(EU 10/SU 1099.158).
Description
Moldmade robed female figurine, broken above the knees, now joined.
The figure stands upright and holds both hands cupped under the breasts;
the shod feet rest on a small, rounded base, concave at the bottom. She is
dressed in a long-sleeved chiton with an overfold hem that falls to the hips
in swallowtail folds; the center pleat of the overfold drops from the neckline between small breasts and opens at the hem in a butterfly fold. The
long sleeves fall in folds gathered around the upper arms. Beneath the
overfold, the chiton falls in vertical folds at the front and parallel diagonal
folds along the sides of the legs. The figure wears a conical headdress with
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a veil that covers the side of the face and ears, and appears to fall to the
feet, framing the body. A single fringe of hair is visible beneath the hood
on the forehead. The face displays both Archaic and early Classical features. The fleshy, ovoid shape of the face with heavy, doughy jaw and the
heavy rimmed lids of the eyes look ahead to early Classical styles, yet the
large, almond-shaped eyes, distinctive nose, and small mouth with the
Archaic smile—are lingering Archaic elements. The figure wears a short,
beaded choker necklace with a circular pendant and a second, longer
necklace with a double band of beads and a disk amulet resting between
the breasts. Additionally, the figure wears a large bracelet on each wrist.
The worn features and lack of crisp details are the result of manufacture
from a worn mold rather than postproduction weathering. The back of
the figure is smoothed flat and slightly curved from the mold technique;
numerous vertical tool marks are visible on the back. Fingerprints are
visible on the chin, arms, lower garment, and base. No evidence of added
pigment; the fabric is light beige (10YR 8/2) with a slightly pink interior.
Commentary
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Depictions of women that are nude or clothed with prominent breasts
and genitalia are traditionally, but problematically, labeled “Astarte” figures; these figures have a long history on the island and seem to have been
inspired by Levantine examples (J. Karageorghis 1977: 149–64, 206–9,
1999: 1–3, 67; Sophocleous 1985: 93–113; Ulbrich 2008: 70–77, 2016).
AAP-AM-1366+1595, one variant of this type with both hands held on or
below the breasts to draw attention to them, can be placed at the end of
this enduring tradition based on the style and dress. It was common for
coroplasts to update this type with newer dress styles, although the face of
many, like AAP-AM-1366+1595, could retain earlier Archaic features (see
also the slightly later limestone female head with veil, AAP-AM-850, with
similar headdress and archaizing features). Examples of this type, like
AAP-AM-1366+1595, that wear elaborate, pleated chitons show influence
from mainland Greek dress styles, indicating a later date. A figurine holding the edge of her veil with similar facial features, headdress, and veil,
and wearing a garment with swallowtail folds was found in a CA II tomb
in Nicosia (J. Karageorghis 1999: 190, cat. no. 130, pl. L: 4), and other stylistically similar female figurines that hold offerings also date to the end of
the CA (for an example wearing a similar conical headdress and veil, but
with an earlier style garment, see J. Karageorghis 1999: 212, cat. no. 59,
pl. LV: 7; Karageorghis et al. 2018: 105, cat. no. 176;1 for examples wearing conical headdresses with chitons, see J. Karageorghis 1999: 189–90,
cat. nos. 129–32, pls. L: 5–7, LI: 1; Karageorghis et al. 2018: 135, cat. no.
215).2 A figurine with a chiton/himation dress and similar pose holding
both hands under the breasts comes from Kythrea (J. Karageorghis 1999:
67, cat. no. 184, pl. XVIII: 7). The manufacture technique (moldmade),
style, and dress of the Malloura figurine date this example to the end of
the CA/beginning of the CC.
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Figurines of this type are most frequently found in goddess sanctuaries. Despite the early identification as Astarte, new scholarship has
emphasized the ambiguity of this type, which intentionally merges divine
and mortal identities (Papasavvas 2016: 290–94; Ulbrich 2016: 289–91;
for the history of this term, see Darby 2014: 35–36). CA–CC female figurines of this type were especially abundant as dedications at sanctuaries
in the eastern part of the island at Amathous, Kition, Lapithos, and in
the Mesaoria, although some examples were placed in tombs and isolated
examples appear elsewhere on the island (J. Karageorghis 1999: Type I,
1–67, pls. 1–18; Ulbrich 2008: 70–77, pls. 11–12, 2016: 291–93). Moldmade figurines wearing pleated garments with pointed headdresses and
veils, holding offerings or holding hands beneath the breasts, seem to
have been produced at workshops around Amathous, Kition, and Achna,
although Jacqueline Karageorghis notes the difficulty in assigning an
exact place of production (J. Karageorghis 1999: 67, 189). This figurine
is significant at Malloura because it is one of only a few female figurines
found to date in a votive assemblage that is heavily dominated by male
iconography. Most other female terracotta figurines found at the sanctuary are later in date, with the exception of another moldmade female
torso fragment. It is possible, given the unique iconography for Malloura
and the manufacturing technique only attested in one other contemporary figurine, that this dedication was not locally produced. EWA
Bibliography
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3D Model Metadata
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Female Votary Head with Veil
Limestone
AAP-AM-850
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 10.72 cm; W: 9.85 cm; T: 7.98 cm; Wt: 0.579 kg
Date: CC I, ca. 450 BCE
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 88/SU
8827).
Description
Under-life-size head of a female votary wearing a veil, broken directly
below the chin. The overall shape of the face is rounded. The forehead
slants sharply to the arched brows forming the bridge of the nose, which
appears foreshortened and flat in comparison to the rest of the face. A
small indentation between the upper lip and nostrils (philtrum) accentuates the mouth. The heavy, high-relief eyelids are almond-shaped and
positioned horizontally on the face with prominent, spherical eyeballs.
The cheeks and well-modeled chin are smooth; the lips form a slight
upward curve revealing a faint smile. The face possesses smooth transitions from the sides to the front yet is asymmetrical in frontal view, with
the left side slanting slightly downward. The figure wears a conical veil,
which contours the shape of the head and is rendered with a series of
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ridges that spiral toward the back; a row of curls is visible peering out
of the veil. Rendered as carved notches, the curls frame the face, arching
across the forehead and down either side. There are minute porous holes
and some shallow pitting across the surface, but no evidence of pigment
or any visible natural discoloration.
Commentary
AAP-AM-850 is a well-executed female head draped in a veil. Given
the overwhelming majority of male votaries from Athienou-Malloura, a
female votary is notable, although not unexpected since male and female
statues appear side by side in most Cypriot sanctuaries, regardless of cult.
The modeling of AAP-AM-850, especially the prominent spherical eyeballs, suggests a date around the middle of the fifth century BCE. However,
as seen in other Cypriot statuary (e.g., AAP-AM-96), there is a tendency
to mix earlier styles, resulting in “archaizing” and/or “severizing” quotations (Ridgway 1993: 445–73; see also the comments in Hermary and
Mertens 2015: 92, cat. no. 85).3 For example, the slight smile and almondshaped eyes look back to the Archaic period, while the heavy, sculpted lids
and chin and thick curls across the forehead evoke Severe or early Classical styles. AAP-AM-850 is especially close to an example dated to the
middle of the fifth century BCE from the French excavations at Malloura
(Hermary 1989a: 303, cat. no. 605); given that both are from Malloura,
it is likely that they share a common place of production in the region
(perhaps even the same workshop). Both heads exhibit similar archaizing
features despite their Classical date. Each head mimics typically Archaic
features such as the smile, almond-shaped eyes, and sharp facial transitions, but also possesses spherical eyeballs, an oval face, an accentuated
philtrum, and full lips that are characteristic of the middle of the fifth
century BCE. Significantly, both faces have slightly askew lips with the
proper right side slightly higher than the left. This connection between
the heads can be taken one step further if one considers the possibility of
facial templates in sculptural workshops. The faces of Cypriot statues are
rarely gender-specific; when only the face is preserved, it is often difficult
to distinguish between male and female statues without visible attributes. The sheer number of votive sculptures, as well as the limited types
found among them, suggest that sculptors worked with basic templates
of facial and body types that could be manipulated and individualized by
the addition of accessories (see the comments in Markoe 1987: 125, who
posits such a scenario for two heads with similar style but different dress
and hair). In this case, the two heads were sculpted in the same style and
with similar facial types and then adapted to suit the needs of a particular patron. For AAP-AM-850 a veil was added to create a female votary
typical of fifth-century BCE dedications; for the Louvre head, a lionskin
headdress transforms the figure into a Cypriot Herakles type. DBC
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Female Dancer from Group
Limestone
AAP-AM-5126
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 18.37 cm; W: 11.56 cm; T: 4.03 cm; Wt: 0.500 kg
Date: CC II–Hellenistic I, ca. 400–300 BCE
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 62/SU
6207).
Description
Limestone female statuette from a circular dancing group, broken at both
arms (originally attached to adjacent dancers) and at the bottom of the
legs. Head broken, now joined. The figure wears a veil that extends from
the top of the head, with drapery folds framing the face, and falls to the
shoulders. The face is heavily worn, but a hollow for the proper right eye
and a small nose are preserved; the proper left eye and upper left portion of the face are broken. The mouth is not carved but was perhaps
originally painted. The body is summarily rendered as a plank, with a
slight curve following the circular form of the dancing group. The folds
of the himation are incised, rather than modeled, with diagonal curved
lines extending from the proper right shoulder down to the proper left
thigh. Curved, parallel lines are incised in the same direction on the back.
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The arms are large and stylized with no anatomical details; drapery is
similarly indicated with simple incised vertical lines on both the front
and back. The top of an armband rises to a point on the left side, but the
right arm breaks before this point. The bottom surface of the armbands
is straight but angled downward from the back toward the front. A chiton
below the himation is indicated with vertical incisions on the front and
back. The legs are not visible beneath the dress, but the lower torso tapers
before slightly flaring at the attachment to the base (now broken). The
limestone is somewhat porous and covered with accretions, with black
discoloration in some spots. Black and pink discoloration on the bottom
of the proper left side indicates burning. No paint preserved. Surface is
heavily weathered.
Commentary
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AAP-AM-5126 can be reconstructed as part of a group of standing female
dancers holding hands in a circle, attached to a circular disk base. Over
50 fragments of circular dancing groups have been found at the Malloura
sanctuary, all with similar dress but with variations in size, style, and
quality (e.g., Halbertsma and Pilides 2019: 112–13). Several fragments
feature burning residue and it is possible some groups were used as thymiateria. The majority of the dancing group fragments has been found in
the northwest area of the sanctuary near the threshold and entrance of
the northern peribolos associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of
the sanctuary. Although the majority were found in looters’ pits, including
AAP-AM-5126, several have been excavated from Hellenistic levels inside
the northern peribolos next to the threshold. The concentration of this
type in this area suggests that these statuettes were perhaps displayed or
deposited here (assuming that the contents of the looters’ pits contain
material from the general vicinity). This same area also yielded the largest
number of Artemis statuette fragments (e.g., AAP-AM-4929) as well as
numerous fragments from so-called Cypriot Pan statuettes, some of which
were neatly stacked next to the northern wall. Similar limestone dancing
groups are also found at the nearby sanctuaries at Achna, Pyla, and Golgoi-Ayios Photios, all of which have associations with Apollo and Artemis.
This type in limestone does not appear before the CC II; examples from
Pyla and Achna are dated to the fourth century BCE. Circular dancing
groups in terracotta appear throughout the island, particularly from the
CA to the Hellenistic period, although there are differences in the costume
and style (see examples at the MMA: Karageorghis et al. 2018: 71–72,
127–128, cat. nos. 118 and 219;4 see also Karageorghis 2002a: 136–39, cat.
nos. 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175).5 In limestone, the most detailed example is from Pyla, which depicts three veiled
females on a disk base pierced with a small circular indent in the center
(Hermary 1989a: 439, cat. no. 908, as well as 440, cat. no. 909).6 A single
figure from Edmond Duthoit’s 1865 excavation at Golgoi-Ayios Photios is
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a less articulated version of this limestone type (Decaudin 1987: 180, cat.
no. 5, pl. 69). The schematic carving style and slightly different dress of
AAP-AM-5126 and other figures from Athienou-Malloura are similar to
the examples from Achna (Vandervondelen 1994). A fifth-century BCE
relief amphora from Idalion also depicts dancing women holding hands
that wear the same garments as the Malloura figures (Dikaios 1936/37:
68, pl. 9b; Gjerstad 1935: pl. CLXV: 9). The limestone groups from Pyla
and Achna consist of three to four figures per group. Another fragment of
a ring dancing group from Malloura preserves enough of the circular base
to suggest that six to eight statuettes were originally attached. The number of fragments from Athienou-Malloura outnumbers those from other
sites, underscoring the importance of this type as a votive offering at the
sanctuary. Due to the quantity of dancing group fragments found in close
proximity to a cache of Artemis fragments, including AAP-AM-4929,
it seems likely that the Malloura dancing groups reflect dancing rituals
associated with the goddess and were probably produced in the fourth
century BCE. KAPI
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Embracing Figures
Limestone
AAP-AM-325
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 25.10 cm; W: 34.70 cm; T: 19.00 cm; Wt: 2.000 kg
Date: CC II/Hellenistic I, ca. 400–300 BCE (?)
Context
Found in a deposit of ancient tumble from the southern and eastern sections of the peribolos of the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary,
perhaps originally built into the wall in that area (EU 10/SU 1063).
Description
Under-life-size statue group depicting an embracing couple, both broken
at shoulders and hips. The composition consists of a male figure (proper
right) and female figure (proper left) oriented frontally with their legs
wrapped around one another. The right leg of the female, preserved from
the right buttocks to just below the knee, wraps around the back of the
male; the thigh extends over part of her back in an unrealistic pose. Her
left leg wraps around his front and is broken apart from the left foot preserved under the male’s right arm. A protrusion on the bottom of the
woman’s right thigh is perhaps the left leg of the male wrapped around
her torso, but the breaks are irregular. On the front, a rounded plane
extends from the male’s torso down toward the female, possibly his right
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thigh. Another possibility is the left thigh, which would indicate the man’s
legs do not wrap around the woman. The male’s left arm extends around
the woman’s back to her left shoulder; fingers are preserved but weathered. Her right arm, if it was shown at all, appears to be broken at the
shoulder. The male’s right arm is bent at the elbow; the forearm extends
forward in front of his torso and holds an object. The object extends from
the hand up the forearm, and has small pieces extending outward in an
alternating fashion from the center. The left arm of the female is flexed
across her body and appears to rest on her lap (hand is missing). The
thin drapery of the female is discernible by shallow, vertical relief bands
on her stomach, as well as a curving, horizontal fringe near the waist; a
fold is also indicated just below her right knee. The surface is worn extensively with minute porous holes, pits, and craters. There is no evidence of
applied pigment. Extensive gray discoloration from natural weathering
passim, or possibly burning.
Commentary
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While depictions of sexual intercourse, or symplegmata, were common
in the Hellenistic period throughout the Mediterranean, AAP-AM-325
is stylistically different, perhaps unique. The figures from the Malloura
group are presented frontally and would have been looking at each
other or out at the viewer; their heads are too far apart to be kissing.
The position of the figures is unusual and difficult to discern. There
are no direct comparanda for this position, although a seventh-century
BCE Cypro-Phoenician bowl, likely from Salamis (Brendel 1970: pl. 12;
Gjerstad 1946: pl. V),7 features a standing man with a woman similarly
wrapping her legs around him as they engage in coitus in the banquet
scene around the bowl’s edge. Another possibility is that the man is lying
down with the woman straddling him, a position commonly found in
later Roman art (e.g., Comstock and Vermeule 1976: cat. no. 116).8 The
scene becomes even more remarkable when one considers the attribute
held by the male figure in his right hand. This object recalls the laurel
branches held as offerings by several male votary statues. The votaries,
usually male, hold the bottom of the branch in the hand, with the leaves
extending up the forearm (e.g., Hermary and Mertens 2015: 89, cat. no.
80).9 The position of the branch in AAP-AM-325, however, suggests that
the man is using the branch to stimulate the woman’s genitals; although
such a depiction would be extremely rare, if not unique. No other objects
excavated at the sanctuary depict any type of erotic activity, although there
are few examples of nude depictions of Aphrodite in terracotta and one
fragment from a limestone statuette. AAP-AM-325 was likely built into a
wall, dated circa 300 BCE to the time of the sanctuary’s reorganization,
offering a useful terminus ante quem for this rather enigmatic sculpture
group. Although coital positions appear around the Mediterranean in the
seventh century BCE and on Greek vase painting during the late sixth and

fifth centuries BCE, a larger sculpture such as this seems more at home
in the fourth century BCE, when new types of sculptures became more
common. KAPI
Unpublished
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Masks and Masked Figures
Erin Walcek Averett
This category of offering provides evidence that masked ritual performances occurred at the Malloura sanctuary. Terracotta votive masks and
figurines depicting maskers reference masked ceremonies likely executed
by cult officials. The examples that survive date almost exclusively to the
CA, suggesting that these rituals were closely linked to this phase of the
sanctuary. Other examples of votives depicting cult performances include
the many representations of dancers and musicians, which continue to be
a feature of Cypriot cults throughout the Classical and Hellenistic periods.
Masks first appear on the island in the twelfth century BCE, when
bucrania were worked to be used as masks and anthropomorphic and
grotesque masks were made in terracotta to be dedicated in sanctuaries.
Zoomorphic (primarily bovine, e.g., AAP-AM-1170), anthropomorphic
(bearded and unbearded males as well as females, e.g., AAP-AM-4631;
AAP-AM-5115), and grotesque (e.g., AAP-AM-3080) types continued
throughout the CG and CA periods, primarily dedicated in urban and
rural sanctuaries with a few examples placed in tombs. Most of our evidence for masking rituals comes from terracotta votive replicas of actual
masks likely made from perishable materials, such as textiles and leather,
worn in performances that took place in the sanctuary. Representations
of masked figures in the glyptic record and in votive dedications in limestone and terracotta provide direct evidence that such objects were worn
and not just displayed.
The terracotta masks are moldmade or handmade, with painted or
incised decoration, and they range in size from miniature to life-size; most
have smoothed edges with holes for attachment (to a wearer or wall) and
cutout eyes. The depictions of masked figures range in size from small
terracotta figurines (e.g., AAP-AM-1170) to life-size limestone figures,
including a well-known, life-size example from Golgoi-Ayios Photios now
in the Louvre. The area around Athienou is especially rich in masks as
evidenced by a large collection of terracotta masks from the Malloura
sanctuary and limestone masked figurines (ranging from small statuettes
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to life-size examples) from nearby Golgoi-Ayios Photios. Although the
evidence for masked rituals has been found at sanctuaries of male and
female deities across the island, these performances appear to be associated with male deities especially the cults of Apollo (e.g., Golgioi-Ayios
Photios, Malloura, Kourion).
These offerings provide rare evidence for specific ritual performance
events that occurred in sacred places. Although the exact nature of these
ceremonies is lost (whether they related to animal sacrifice, ritual reenactments of myths, or other religious rituals that involved assuming the
power of the mask’s identity), it is likely that the performers wearing
these masks were kings or elite men acting as priests or ritual actors serving as intermediaries to the gods. The masquerades were thus part of a
widespread system of displaying and solidifying political power in public
religious spaces. As the autonomous kingdoms were subsumed within the
Ptolemaic empire, the masking tradition linked with these Cypriot kings
came to an end to be eventually replaced by masks associated with a different tradition altogether: Greek and Roman theater.
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Averett, E. W.
2018 Playing the Part: Masks and Ritual Performance in Rural Sanctuaries in Iron Age Cyprus. Pp. 305–37 in The Physicality of the
Other: Masks from the Ancient Near East and Eastern Mediterranean, ed. A. Berlejung and J. Filitz. Orientalische Religionen in
der Antike 27. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck.

186

2015

Masks and Ritual Performance on the Island of Cyprus. AJA 119:
3–45.

Carter, J. B.
1987
The Masks of Ortheia. AJA 91: 355–83.
Hermary, A.
1979
Statuette d’un “prêtre” masqué. BCH 103: 734–41.
Karageorghis, V.
1995
The Coroplastic Art of Ancient Cyprus, Vol. 4: The Cypro-Archaic
Period Small Male Figurines. Nicosia: A. G. Leventis Foundation. 54–57.
1993b The Coroplastic Art of Ancient Cyprus, Vol. 3: The Cypro-Archaic
Period: Large and Medium Size Sculpture. Nicosia: A. G. Leventis Foundation. 86–87 especially.

1990

Notes on Some Terracotta Masks from Amathous now in the
British Museum. RStFen 18: 3–15.

1971

Notes on Some Cypriote Priests Wearing Bull-Masks. HTR 64:
261–70.

Laurens, A. F., and Louka, E.
1987
Les masques de Chypre. Cahiers du Gita 3: 23–36.
Leriou, A.
2017
The Musician, the Dancer and the Priest: Readdressing Cypro-Archaic Ritual. Pp. 525–40 in ΤΕΡΨΙΣ. Studies in Mediterranean
Archaeology in Honour of Nota Kourou, ed. V. Vlachou and A.
Gadolou. Brussels: CReA-Patrimoine. 531–33.

Catalogue: Masks and Masked Figures

1988b Some Eleventh Century B.C. Clay Masks from Kition. Pp. 65–67
in Studies in Honour of T. B. L. Webster, Vol. 2, ed. J. H. Betts, J.
T. Hooker, and J. R. Green. Bristol: Bristol Classical Press.

Nys, K.
1995
The Use of Masks in Cyprus during the Late Bronze Age. JPR 9:
3–20.

187

Catalogue: AAP-AM-4631

Bearded Male Mask
Terracotta
AAP-AM-4631
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 7.14 cm; W: 10.12 cm; T: 8.69 cm; Wt: 0.189 kg
Date: CA II, early sixth century BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 36/SU 3652).
Description
Moldmade bearded male mask, preserved from the bottom of the cutout
eyes and bridge of the nose down to the finished edges beneath the chin.
The face is naturalistically modeled with rounded cheeks; large, cutout
eyes; and a straight nose with a rounded tip and indented nostrils. The
philtrum is demarcated under the septum. The lips are small with a faint
smile. The preserved proper right ear is pierced, while the proper left ear
is missing. There is another perforation behind the right ear just inside
the finished edge of the mask and there was likely another perforation
on the left side to attach the mask to a face or wall. A beard in relief is
demarcated by a raised edge running from the bottom of the ears to just
under the nose; it extends to the finished edge of the mask beneath the
rounded chin. The short curls of the beard are faint, indicating that the
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mask was made in an older mold (one that was worn from multiple uses).
Traces of black pigment on the beard are preserved. The edge of the mask
is finished, rounded, and uneven. Traces of poorly preserved red pigment
are visible on the left cheek. The reverse of the mask is intentionally
smoothed, but uneven, and there are three diagonal slash marks from the
tools used to press the clay into the mold. Exterior fabric color is pink
(7.5YR 7/4) to gray (7.5YR 6/1), interior is light reddish brown (5YR 6/3)
with small and medium inclusions, low density. Soil accretions are visible
on all surfaces.
Commentary
This mask is similar to other bearded male masks dedicated at sanctuaries across the island and, occasionally, placed in tombs during the
CA period. Male masks such as AAP-AM-4631 were likely used in ritual
performances in rural and urban religious spaces (Averett 2015: 23–27,
2018). The shape of the face and especially the Archaic smile date this
example to the beginning of the sixth century BCE. Male masks from this
period can be bearded or unbearded, but most bearded examples display
long, pointed beards that extend significantly past the chin (e.g., numerous moldmade examples from Amathous, see Hermary 2000: cat. no.
506; Karageorghis 1993: 108–14). The Malloura example, however, wears
a short beard with spiral curls more similar to the beards found on limestone male statues. This mask displays a particular local Malloura style
not found elsewhere. EWA
Bibliography
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Female Mask
Terracotta
AAP-AM-5115
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 18.49 cm; W: 9.52 cm; T: 7.70 cm; Wt: 0.268 kg
Date: CA I–CA II, ca. 625–575 BCE
Context
Found among a scatter of limestone cobbles and plaster, resting on the
surface of an elevated platform (?) in the northwestern part of the excavated sanctuary (EU 58/SU 5806).
Description
Moldmade female mask, slightly under-life-size, partially broken at the
neck and proper right side. This mask was excavated in five pieces, now
joined. The face is long and oval, naturalistically rendered with softly
rounded cheeks and a heavy, doughy jaw with a pronounced, slightly jutting chin. The cutout eyes are large and almond-shaped, and are slightly
downturned at the outer edges. The large, arched eyebrows are incised
with a symmetrical herringbone “feathered” design. The nose is large and
prominent with shallow depressions for the nostrils; a linear depression
with a fingerprint is preserved on the left side of the nose (not visible in
the 3D model). The lips are small, but full, with an Archaic smile. The left
side of the bottom of the face and the area below the chin preserve some
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fingerprints (not visible on the 3D model). The left ear of the mask is
realistically rendered, but large in proportion to other features. The hair
covers part of the forehead in a fringe and extends down to the shoulder
on the preserved side. The hair is divided into vertical parallel sections
by grooves that terminate in rounded curls. Some of the locks are patterned with incised zigzagging triangles, while other locks are left plain.
Traces of red pigment survive above the proper left eye, on the left side
of the forehead, on the bottom of the left ear, on the nose, around the
lips, between the nose and lips, and on the left side of the neck. Black
pigment is preserved on the hair and eyebrows. Several toolmarks are
visible on the interior of the mask as well as depressions from where the
clay was pressed into the mold (especially in the area around the face).
At the top of the inside, there is a lump with a preserved hole. The fabric
is pale pinkish orange on the exterior (7.5YR 7/3) and reddish orange on
the interior (5YR 6/6); it is slightly coarse with many small dark red and
purple inclusions. Calcareous encrustations throughout.
Commentary
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Terracotta female masks were dedicated in sanctuaries and placed in
tombs in the CA and early CC periods and are part of a tradition of dedicating copies of actual (anthropomorphic and zoomorphic) masks worn
in ritual performances (Averett 2015, 2018; Karageorghis 1971). There
are, however, far fewer clearly identifiable female votive masks in comparison with male or bovine examples. The style of the facial features,
in particular the hair, eyes, eyebrows, and smile of AAP-AM-5115, suggests a date at the end of the CA I period. Similar features are found
on moldmade heads from large terracotta sculpture—for example, the
incised, feathered eyebrows, eyes, noses, and faintly smiling mouths of
female heads from Idalion (Karageorghis 1993: 68–69, cat. nos. 235, 236,
pl. XLVII: 3)1 or the hair and eyebrows from a head from Patriki (Karageorghis 1993: 49, cat. no. 142, pl. XXXIII: 1). Facial features similar to
the cutout, almond-shaped eyes and faintly smiling lips are also found
on a mask allegedly from Vasilika near Idalion, a young male mask from
Idalion (or Tamassos), and another female mask of uncertain provenance
said to come from a tomb at Idalion (Karageorghis 1993: 113–14, cat. nos.
22, 23, 24 pls. LXVI: 5–6, LXVII: 1).2 The fringe hair on the forehead
is especially similar to the male mask from Idalion (Karageorghis 1993:
113, cat. no. 22). AAP-AM-5115 exhibits unique downturned eyes, but is
otherwise executed in a style most like the Idalion coroplastic tradition
(for regional styles, see Fourrier 2007: 39–52) and likely dates to the end
of the CA I. This stylistic date for AAP-AM-5115 makes its findspot all the
more significant. The mask, together with several other CA offerings (in
particular it was found right above the warrior figurine AAP-AM-5151),
was found associated with a stone construction (perhaps a platform) built
during the Hellenistic phase of the sanctuary in a layer that contained

purely Hellenistic ceramics. This further corroborates evidence that earlier votives remained on display or in storage in the newly reorganized
sanctuary (ca. 300 BCE) (see also AAP-AM-96; AAP-AM-1108). EWA
Averett 2018: 308, no. 11, fig. 5
3D Model Metadata
Sketchfab: https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/aap-am-5115-158b0acaf9c041b395b3c1e94cd4e488
Open Context: https://opencontext.org/subjects/243511f4-5191-403ca1cd-a1617589664f

Catalogue: AAP-AM-5115

Bibliography

193

Catalogue: AAP-AM-1170

Figure Wearing Bovine Mask and Cape
Terracotta
AAP-AM-1170
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 10.93 cm; W: 5.72 cm; T: 3.89 cm; Wt: 0.103 kg
Date: CA II, 600–500 BCE
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 10/SU
1099.144).
Description
Handmade figurine wearing helmet-style bovine mask and cape. Minor
chips are visible on the ears, proper left horn, cape, and base. The body is
a simple cylinder with a flaring base; no details of the dress are modeled.
Both arms are raised, bent at the elbows, to lift the front of the mask
up from the wearer’s face. The mask has pointed horns that extend horizontally; attached bovine ears beneath the horns; rounded, bulging eyes;
and a projecting muzzle with an incised line for the mouth and pierced
nostrils. The cattle hide flows down from the head as an attached cape,
draping the shoulders and upper arms of the wearer. The human face
peers out from beneath the bovine mask and cape: only the lower half
of the face is visible, with a pronounced nose of added clay and a large,
rounded jaw. The coroplast’s fingerprints are visible passim (barely visible
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on the 3D model). There is no evidence of added pigment, but some small
patches of natural dark discoloration are visible. The fabric is light gray
(2.5Y 7/2) to light brown (7.5YR 6/4), with a reddish (2.5YR 5/6) to light
brown core (7.5YR 6/4).
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Commentary
This bovine-masked figure is similar to other masker terracotta figurines
and limestone statuettes found as dedications in sanctuaries and (less
commonly) as grave goods across the island (Averett 2015: 23–27, 2018;
Hermary 1979; Karageorghis 1971). Figurines depicting maskers, such as
AAP-AM-1170, are handmade and date to the CA period, most from the
sixth century BCE. The gender of this example, like most other masker
figurines, is not emphasized, nor is the gender of the bovine clear; in fact,
the worked bucrania thought to have been used as masks demonstrate
that the skulls of cows (female cattle), oxen (castrated cattle), and bulls
(male cattle) could be used as bovine masks. AAP-AM-1170 has a distinctive pose: the human figure is the masker putting on or taking off a
helmet-style bovine mask; the human face peeks out from beneath. Other
maskers tug at the neck of the mask (e.g., Amathous limestone statuette,
see Hermary 2000: 133, cat. no. 877, pl. 71; Petit 2002: 295, fig. 11) or
adjust the helmet mask after it has been put over the head (e.g., figurines from Amathous tombs, see Karageorghis 1987: 3, cat. nos. 5–6, pl.
2; Tytgat 1989: 129–30; figurines dedicated at Kourion, see Young and
Young 1955: 40–41, cat. nos. 814, 825–29, 834–39, 45, cat. nos. 949–51,
pl. 11; figurines dedicated at Ayia Irini, see Gjerstad 1948: 697, 789, cat.
no. 809, pl. 233.8;3 Sjöqvist 1932: 344–47, fig. 11). In other examples, the
figure is represented with both arms outstretched, with the mask already
firmly on the head (e.g., from Ayia Irini, see Karageorghis 1971: 265, fig.
2). The only other published representation of a masker peeking out from
beneath a cattle mask is a head from a life-size limestone statue from Golgoi-Ayios Photios dated circa 530–520 BCE (Caubet et al. 1992: 140–41,
cat. no. 167;4 Hermary 1989a: 291). The style of AAP-AM-1170, as well
as the type, dates this to the sixth century BCE. There is only one other
possible masked figure from the Malloura sanctuary: a poorly preserved
fragment that appears to represent a human torso with the head of a ram.
EWA
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Button-Eyed Grotesque Protome
Terracotta
AAP-AM-3080
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 8.96 cm; W: 6.40 cm; T: 3.31 cm; Wt: 0.102 kg
Date: CA–CC (?)
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 36/SU
3603).
Description
Terracotta grotesque, miniature protome. The convex, ovoid face has a
rounded chin and two horns (proper left broken) protrude vertically from
the forehead and taper to a point. Small, zoomorphic ears, pointed at the
top were applied at the eye level (only proper right preserved). Applied
button eyes are widely-set and asymmetrical. The wide mouth is incised
with a gaping shape, with no lips, spanning the width of the face; small,
narrow, rectangular teeth are delineated by deep rectangular grooves
along the full range of the upper and lower jaw. The back of the protome
is convex. The fabric is very pale brown (10YR 8/4); there is no preserved
pigment.
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The animal features (horns and ears); large, asymmetrical eyes; exaggerated and grimacing mouth; and absence of a nose give this protome
a grotesque look. There are no exact parallels for AAP-AM-3080. The
protome vaguely resembles terracotta grotesque masks found in Cypriot
sanctuaries that have grimacing, open mouths with exposed teeth (Averett 2015: 25, cat. nos. 25, 29, 36, 65, 67, 98, 100, 107, 123, with references;
for other examples from Malloura, see Averett 2018: 310, 315–16).
AAP-AM-3080 differs from other grotesque masks in the lack of cutout eyes and facial striations, miniature in size, and its convex form. In
addition, the applied button eyes and horns are not paralleled in other
examples (with the exception of two grotesque masks with horns, but
not applied eyes: one from Kition-Kathari, see Karageorghis and Demas
1985: no. 553, pls. 149, 214; and another from Amathous, see Hermary
1996b; Walters 1903: 27, cat. no. A148).5 Without stratigraphic data or
clear stylistic comparanda, dating AAP-AM-3080 is difficult; therefore, it
is tentatively dated to the CA–CC when such grotesque masks were popular on the island. EWA
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Divine Images: An Introduction
Derek B. Counts
There is arguably no better place to witness the intersection of Iron Age
Cypriot visual culture and the complexity of the island’s external contacts
than in the history of Cypriot religion. Cypriot sanctuaries were a key
component in the organization and structure of the island’s sociopolitical,
economic, and religious landscape—both urban and rural—throughout
the first millennium BCE. And the assemblages of artifacts and features
built, dedicated, and used within them (e.g., altars, sculptures, figurines,
ceramic vessels and lamps, inscriptions, faunal remains, etc.) materialized a relationship between worshippers and divinities. Limestone and
terracotta votive sculpture represents a palimpsest of iconographic traditions, which were mixed, mingled, and modified to suit local demands
and desires over time. This process of negotiation generated a multitude
of divine images, almost all executed in stone (limestone and later marble), with rarer examples in terracotta. These divine images, like their
sculpted human counterparts, often defy easy explication and identification. Aphrodite, Astarte, Artemis, Athena, Apollo, Zeus, Zeus-Ammon,
Baal-Hammon, Herakles, Melqart, Mikal, Pan, Bes, Eshmoun, and
Reshef (among others!) have been identified among the corpus of divine
images during the first millennium BCE. And while the foreign elements
and local taste displayed by Cypriot divine iconography is fairly easy to
deconstruct, our lack of precision in identifying, by name, the principal
deities of Cyprus is humbling—a situation due, in part, to a limited and
ambiguous epigraphic tradition (especially in the CA period).
Inscriptions referencing specific deities by name become common
near the end of the CC period and throughout the Hellenistic, yet earlier
references are scanty and rarely aligned with the iconography. For example, despite the overwhelming presence of images with clear attributes of
the Greek hero Herakles in the CA and CC periods, there are no contemporary inscriptions to match. The same phenomenon befalls images of
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Bes, Zeus-Ammon, and the so-called Cypriot Pan, which are also found at
Malloura and included in this catalogue. Even the iconography of Apollo,
which appears on the island by the early CC period, predates the first
inscriptions referencing the god by name. When inscriptions do appear,
they are rarely straightforward. As one might imagine, scholarship on
the iconography and cult in Cypriot sanctuaries abounds, but our understanding remains incomplete.
Where does this leave us? There are two broad scholarly approaches
that can be defined: (1) the “purists,” who identify iconography based on
foreign models and associated attributes (e.g., the club of Herakles, the
visage and body of Bes, the syrinx of Pan) and, in many cases, match image
to name one-to-one, argue that these foreign gods were worshipped as
part of Cyprus’s cosmopolitan environment; and (2) the “Cyprocentrists,”
who also recognize foreign iconographies on the island, but interpret
them in light of their adaptation to fit the needs of local gods and local
Cypriot religious practice. Still, such a reductionist assessment of scholarly approaches is arguably an oversimplification; as the group of divine
images from Malloura reveals, the relationship between image and cult is
never as obvious as it first seems.
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Divine Images: Cypriot Herakles
Derek B. Counts
The name “Cypriot Herakles” concedes some distance between the Greek
mythological hero Herakles (as represented in Greek art) and the images
found in Cypriot sanctuaries associated with a male divinity. Representations of this Cypriot god—characterized by a lion headdress and
lionskin—first appear during the CA I period and persist well into the
Hellenistic age. At the early stages of the iconography’s development, the
god is depicted in the role of an archer (as he appears in Homer, e.g., Od.
11.717–725), armed with a bow in one hand and carrying a bundle of arrows
in the other; a quiver is often rendered slung over the back. Both the lion
headdress (AAP-AM-851) and lionskin, which is worn as an overgarment
and tied at the chest in a knot, are present. From the late sixth century
until the end of the fourth century BCE, however, Cypriot sculptors began
to combine various aspects of Herakles’s Greek iconography cast with the
guise of a Near Eastern master of animals. The figure advances forward
in a Smiting God pose, raising in the right hand a club that is attached
to the back of the head. In the left hand, a miniature lion is mastered,
grasped by the tail/hind legs or scruff of the neck (AAP-AM-3350) and
held against the left leg. The figure’s head is enveloped by a lionskin. The
open mouth of the lion frames the face, with the lower jaw split to either
side (cf. AAP-AM-851). The remainder of the skin falls down the back
of the figure, with the front paws draped over the shoulders and tied at
the chest in a characteristic Herakles knot; the hind legs continue down
the back side, terminating at the calves of the figure, where the paws are
shown attached (AAP-AM-120+775). When preserved, the tail of the
lion’s skin can be seen between the legs hanging from the back.
Without inscriptions to identify this figure, he is often referred to in
scholarship as Cypriot Herakles, Herakles-Melqart, and, more recently,
the Master of the Lion; regardless of the theonym suggested, it seems
quite likely that the iconography has been adopted and adapted to represent a local male divinity. The iconography of the Cypriot Herakles type

is far more common at sanctuaries in the central and eastern part of the
island within (and around the edges of ) the Mesaoria, such as at Kition,
Idalion, Tamassos, Lefkoniko, Golgoi-Ayios Photios, and Athienou-Malloura.
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Under-Life-Size Head of Cypriot Herakles
Limestone
AAP-AM-851
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 13.29 cm; W: 9.72 cm;T: 10.80 cm; Wt: 1.327 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 600–575 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic-Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1099.158).
Description
Under-life-size head of Cypriot Herakles broken at the neck. The face is
almost triangular, tapering to a pointed chin, which is then squared to
form the lower jaw. The cheeks, which are fleshy and rounded, transition
abruptly to the flat, frontal plane of the face. The flat forehead yields to
a sharply delineated brow. The prominent eyes, with high-relief lids and
full pupils, are set horizontally. The upper and lower lids slant sharply
inward (although not uniformly) to meet at either side, most significantly
toward the nose. The badly damaged nose is broad; the lips are pursed
and prominent. The flat, frontal plane of the face and surface immediately around the nose and mouth accentuate these features. A general
asymmetry characterizes the features of the face; the proper right side
visibly “sags” below the left (seen most clearly in the eyes and mouth).
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The head is enveloped in a lionskin headdress, which unevenly frames the
face. The jaws of the lion are closed and extend across the forehead; there
are eleven teeth (roughly, 6–8 cm) across the top, while one tooth and one
fang (ca. 12 cm) are visible along the bottom right portion of the jaw and
three teeth and one fang (ca. 11 cm) are visible along the left. The smooth
mane extends across the top of the figure’s head and drops vertically to the
shoulders. The lion’s almond-shaped eyes and heavily defined lids recall
those of the figure. The ears are rendered with vertical incisions and sit
close to one another at the center of the head (ca. 20 cm apart). The nose
is flat and rectangular and widens as it extends from the lion’s brow. The
back of the head is rounded. There is no evidence of pigment; faint black
splotches of natural discoloration passim.
Commentary
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Absent evidence for a club, the head belongs to a type featuring the god as
an archer, as seen on several statues in the MMA (Counts 2014; Hermary
and Mertens 2015: 226–30, cat. nos. 300, 301, 302, 303 [cat. no. 303 is
strikingly similar];1 Sophocleous 1985: 29–33). Nevertheless, the articulation of the lion’s jaw on AAP-AM-851, in which the lion’s lower jaw
is joined to the upper jaw crowning the forehead, has no clear parallels.
Usually the upper and lower jaw are split, with the lower jaw wrapped
around the ears to frame the face. An example from Idalion (Senff 1993:
63–64, pl. 46e–g [BM C206, second from the left]) is close;2 the headdress falls vertically down the side of the head and obscures the ears,
although here (as in all other examples) the jaw is split. The facial features
of AAP-AM-851, including the eyes and lips, recall heads characteristic
of the first quarter of the sixth century BCE. A head from Golgoi-Ayios
Photios, dated by Antoine Hermary (1989a: 26, cat. no. 6) to the end of
the seventh or early sixth century BCE, offers similar proportions of the
facial features, such as the large, open eyes and short, simple mouth. A
more significant comparison between the two faces is the articulation of
the upper eyelid as it slants downward to meet the lower lid in the region
of the inner canthus. Later examples from Idalion (Senff 1993: 46–47, pl.
31d–f [BM C4])3 and Arsos (Gjerstad 1937 et al.: pl. clxxxix, 1) provide
further comparanda for this trait. Another head found at the so-called
sanctuary of Aphrodite at Arsos (Gjerstad 1937 et al.: pl. clxxxix, 2–3),
in the region of Athienou, was possibly sculpted by the same hand that
produced AAP-AM-851. Both heads display soft, rounded surfaces, yet
transition sharply to the flat, frontal facial plane that accentuates the
nose and mouth. Moreover, both heads have large, wide-open eyes, which
are prolonged at the outer edges and break the frontal plane of the face
extending back along the sides; on each there is a sharp transition from
the brows to the eye sockets. These similarities are fully realized in the
almost identical asymmetrical expression displayed on each head. The
Arsos head should be dated to the early part of the sixth century BCE

(Schmidt 1968: 93–98). If the Malloura head also dates to the early sixth
century BCE (ca. 600–575 BCE), it would situate this piece among the
earliest representations of the Cypriot Herakles archer type in Cyprus.
DBC
Counts 1998: 171–72, cat. no. 33, 2004: 181; Counts et al. 2016: 214, fig. 6;
Garstki 2017: 742, fig. 3; Garstki et al. 2019: fig. 1; Toumazou et al. 1996:
fig. 3
3D Model Metadata
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Over-Life-Size Calf of Cypriot Herakles
Limestone
AAP-AM-120+775
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 38.16 cm; W: 18.50 cm; T: 16.50 cm; Wt: 2.000 kg
Date: CA II–CC I, ca. 500–450 BCE
Context
AAP-AM-120 was found in a deposit of ancient tumble from the southern
and eastern sections of the peribolos of the Hellenistic–Roman phase of
the sanctuary, perhaps originally built into the wall in that area (EU 10/
SU 1038). AAP-AM-775 was found in a disturbed level consisting of plow
zone and modern looter pits (EU 92/SU 9200).
Description
Over-life-size calf of a Cypriot Herakles type statue, broken at mid-knee
below the kneecap and directly above the heel. Originally two pieces, now
joined. The calf is sculpted in the round with exaggerated rendering of the
gastrocnemius. A pronounced ridge widens near the top of the calf designating the shinbone and lower knee directly below the knee cap. A lion
paw, sculpted in relief, is attached to the right side of the upper calf; the
paw is rendered with deep vertical grooves, which produce tall, slender
toes in high relief and taper near the ends into claws. There is no evidence
of paint; dark splotches of natural discoloration concentrated on the left
side and the paw with some discoloration on the right side. Porous holes
passim.
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Based on comparisons to other, better-preserved examples, this leg clearly
belongs to an over-life-size statue of Cypriot Herakles (Counts 2008;
Hermary and Mertens 2015: 226). The preserved paw represents the lionskin, originally draped over the head and shoulders with the front paws
tied at the chest; the lion’s hind legs extend down the back and side of the
figure to the calf, as seen on well-preserved examples from Kition-Bamboula (Gjerstad et al. 1937: p. xvi, 3) and now in the Cyprus Museum and
from Idalion (Hermary 1989a: 301, cat. no. 600) now in the Louvre. More
importantly, with a maximum diameter of almost 17 cm, AAP-AM-120 is
comparable in size to a colossal example from Golgoi-Ayios Photios now
in the MMA (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 228–30, cat. no. 302);4 the
original likely exceeded 2 m in height. Such a large scale is consistent with
the discovery of a large torso of the Cypriot Herakles type from Malloura
that probably belongs to the same piece. If so, the original statue corresponds to a type common in the later sixth and fifth centuries BCE that
features the god wearing the lionskin, raising a club over the head (where
it is attached at the back), and mastering a miniature lion at his side (as
seen in examples cited above; see also AAP-AM-3350). It is difficult to
date precisely such a fragmentary piece. However, the robust modeling
of the calf muscle (gastrocnemius) mirrors the exaggerated musculature
seen on a Cypriot Herakles from Idalion, referenced above, dated to circa
480–470 BCE by Antoine Hermary; therefore a date in the first half of
the fifth century BCE for the Malloura example seems appropriate. The
enormous size of the original statue suggests that it held a special place
among the offerings in the sanctuary. DBC
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Cypriot Herakles Statuette Hand Holding Lion
Limestone
AAP-AM-3350
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 11.60 cm; W: 6.50 cm; T: 4.10 cm; Wt: 0.317 kg
Date: CA II–CC
Context
Found in a cleanup SU (EU 36/SU 3622).
Description
Under-life-size left hand of a Cypriot Herakles holding the forepart of
a small lion, which is broken across the mid-torso. The hand holds the
scruff of the lion’s neck, pinched between the thumb and index finger.
The right front leg of the lion is only partially preserved; the left leg is
attached to a strut. The details of the lion’s face and mane are obscured by
weathering, although the contours of the nose, eyes, and mouth are easily
discernible. The underside of the lion’s body is smooth and flat. The limestone is somewhat porous. No evidence of pigment is preserved.

215

Commentary

Catalogue: AAP-AM-3350

Although fragmentary and weathered, AAP-AM-3350 clearly belongs to
a divine type common in CA and CC sanctuaries referred to as Cypriot
Herakles (Counts 2008; see also AAP-AM-120+775). The type features
the god draped in a lionskin and holding a club in the raised right hand;
most importantly, he masters a miniature lion, which is grasped by the
back of the head and held tight against the thigh, as shown here. The type
becomes extremely common after 500 BCE and it is likely that this example falls within the late CA or CC period. A late CC (ca. 400 BCE) Cypriot
Herakles from Golgoi-Ayios Photios and now in the MMA represents a
more fully preserved example (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 239, cat. no.
318);5 Antoine Hermary and Joan Mertens (2015: 239, cat. no. 319) published the forepart of a small lion,6 originally held by a Cypriot Herakles
and dated to the fourth century BCE, which is similar in composition,
especially with respect to its original position attached to the leg. DBC
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Divine Images: Zeus-Ammon
Derek B. Counts
Ram-horned gods dedicated in Cypriot sanctuaries are now commonly
referred to as “Zeus-Ammon” in recognition of the type’s influence from
the cult of Zeus-Ammon at Cyrene—a city with ties to King Evelthon of
Salamis in the second and third quarters of the sixth century BCE. Earlier
studies referred to the god as “Baal-Hammon” based on perceived connections to Phoenicia. Regardless, neither name appears in the Cypriot
epigraphic record and the iconography is best understood as yet another
Cypriot translation of an image for a local god. Zeus-Ammon is most
often represented as an enthroned, bearded figure cast either as a ramheaded deity or as a human with the horns of a ram worn as a headdress
(AAP-AM-714). This iconography of the male god wearing the ram-horn
headdress is also seen on thymiateria dedicated in Cypriot sanctuaries
(AAP-AM-623). The ram-headed type seems to be the earliest among
the figures, appearing initially in the first half of the sixth century BCE,
with the more anthropomorphic type coming toward the end of the CA
period. The vast majority of the small statuettes are made of limestone;
however, there are terracotta examples, including a particularly impressive enthroned example from Meniko. While the iconography is common
in sanctuaries in the southern and eastern Mesaoria, limestone and terracotta statuettes of Cypriot type have been found at sites in the eastern
Mediterranean (e.g., Rhodes, Samos, and Amrit).
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Enthroned Zeus-Ammon Statuette
Limestone
AAP-AM-714
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 9.50 cm; W: 6.90 cm; T: 3.30 cm; Wt: 0.185 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 550–525 BCE
Context
Found in the construction fill of the hard-packed floor layer associated
with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary, between two Archaic
walls that had also been incorporated into the fill (EU 10/SU 1099.089).
Description
Zeus-Ammon seated on a throne with slight breakage along the upper
and lower right edges. The figure is seated frontally with arms resting on
the throne (hands grip the armrests); the feet are set close together resting on the base. The face is triangular with a wide forehead tapering to a
pointed (bearded?) chin. The details of the face are weathered; however,
large, almond-shaped eyes and prominent lips with a noticeable Archaic
smile are visible. Large, curved ram horns contour the ears of the figure
and terminate at the jaw; the horns appear to have been detailed with
shallow, parallel grooves transecting the length. The figure wears a long
robe that falls to the ankles; an arched groove at the waist indicates a
differentiation in drapery that is otherwise lacking in details. The back
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is flat and summarily worked. Extensive weathering is evident across the
surface and there are porous holes throughout. Very faint traces of red
pigment are visible on the surface throughout, with slight indications of
natural discoloration in back.
Catalogue: AAP-AM-714
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Commentary
AAP-AM-714 repeats the same iconography found on AAP-AM-623: an
anthropomorphic, bearded divinity with the horns of a ram worn as a
headdress (Counts 2009: 107–8; Kleibl 2008, 2010). The image is clearly
connected to a male divinity favored in Cyprus’s rural sanctuaries in
and around the Mesaoria. The enthroned type seen here is common in
Cyprus, but also found outside the island (Sophocleous 1985: 59–60). An
example from Lefkoniko reproduces almost exactly the style and iconography of AAP-AM-714 (Myres 1945: no. 411). The basic attitude of the
seated figures is similar, as is the abbreviated modeling of the arms laid
flat on the armrests of the high-backed throne, rendered in high relief as
if part of the armrests. Furthermore, both figures are draped in a plain
garment that is partially cinched at the waist and folded over like a Greek
kolpos (overfall of drapery over a belt). In this case, the influence of Greek
dress may come from Rhodes; examples of seated figures (both humanand ram-headed) in much the same attitude and dress come from the
excavations at Lindos dated to middle of the sixth century BCE (Blinkenberg 1931: 442–43, pl. 74, nos. 1787, 1794, 1795). The similarities with
the Lindos examples as well as the discernable facial features (although
weathered) suggest a date in the second half of the sixth century BCE for
the Malloura statuette. DBC
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Zeus-Ammon Thymiaterion Fragment
Limestone
AAP-AM-623
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 9.00 cm; W: 9.00 cm; T: 2.50 cm; Wt: 0.120 kg
Date: CA II, ca. 525–500 BCE
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 10/SU
1099.061).
Description
Fragment from a thymiaterion, with representations of Zeus-Ammon and
a ram in relief. It is broken at the bottom, lower left side, and at the place
of attachment to the burner dish. The composition consists of a standing ram facing left, surmounted by a frontal protome of Zeus-Ammon.
Despite wear of the surface, the ram horns of the figure’s headdress are
clearly discernible; the details of the face are obscured by weathering,
apart from its oval shape and rather prominent chin and cheeks. The wall
of the incense burner’s dish is visible to the left and right of the head. The
head of the ram protrudes to the right from the flat surface of the relief
and is rendered in the round. The back is unworked and flat. Dark red
pigment concentrated in the area below the protome and to the right;
slight traces of red pigment also visible around the horns of the ram and
the face of the protome.
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Thymiateria such as AAP-AM-623, which includes an anthropomorphic
Zeus-Ammon protome positioned above a standing ram, are found in
numerous sanctuaries in the Mesaoria and are commonly dated to the late
sixth or early fifth centuries BCE (Buchholz 1991: 119–24; Counts 2004:
178–81, 2009; for a related type featuring a sphinx, see Karageorghis
1988). A fragmentary example said to be from Golgoi-Ayios Photios,
now in the Cyprus Museum (Karageorghis 1988a: pl. 31, 1–2), was surely
produced in the same workshop as the Malloura example given the significant parallels in type, style, and scale (Counts 2009: 109), suggesting
a production center around modern Athienou. Two other thymiateria
from Lefkoniko should also be tentatively assigned to the same workshop
(Myres 1945: nos. 418, 421). In each, Zeus-Ammon is represented as a
bearded protome with the horns of a ram, positioned on the back of a ram
in profile. Drapery extending out to the proper right of the protome indicates that the figure is reclining (rendered somewhat more successfully
on another example from Tamassos, discussed in Counts 2009: 108–9,
fig. 11.6). The protome/ram group forms the front support of the incense
burner dish, while the dish was also supported by a post (a well-preserved
example from Kition-Bamboula, without the Zeus-Ammon protome,
shows how it worked [Buchholz 1991: cat. no. 64, pl. 17.4]). Other examples of the same basic type come from Karavas, Idalion, Kition, and
Potamia (Buchholz 1991: 121–25; Karageorghis 1988a: 91–92, Type B, nos.
3–6, 8), and an example of unknown provenience in the MMA (Hermary
and Mertens 2015: 280, cat. no. 382).7 Finally, a particularly well-carved
example of unknown provenience now in a private collection in Leipzig
(Alexander Malios Museum, Inv. SAM A 0600)8 suggests that examples
like AAP-AM-623 are simplified and abbreviated examples of a type that
could be rendered with surprising detail and nuance. Despite the many
thymiateria found on the island, the typology and ram-god iconography
exhibited in these examples share a special relationship. While it is impossible to determine the exact location of the workshop, the consistency of
type is convincing evidence for close contact among sculptural workshops
in the Mesaoria. In particular, parallels suggest communication between
the sculptors of Lefkoniko and the Athienou region in the development
of the god’s iconography in the beginning of the second half of the sixth
century BCE (see the comments by Glenn Markoe [1987: 124], who suggests a “Golgoi-Idalion” school in his discussion of a head from Lefkoniko
in the Cyprus Museum). A connection with the iconography of a local god
(versus a foreign, borrowed divinity) worshipped in Cypriot sanctuaries is
generally agreed upon by scholars (Counts 2008, 2009; Hermary 1989a:
305; Kleibl 2008, 2010). DBC
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Divine Images: Cypriot Pan
Clay M. Cofer
“Cypriot Pan” refers to the diety depicted in a large corpus of votive limestone statuettes that appear in sanctuaries throughout the Mesaoria from
as early as the late CC period (ca. 350–310 BCE) through at least the end
of the Hellenistic period (30 BCE). The statuettes share the iconography
of the Greek god Pan, but are rendered in an idiom that is distinctively
Cypriot. The earliest and most common type of Cypriot Pan portrays the
god as a beardless youth standing on a plinth with human legs, wig-like
hair, pointed ears, and budding horns. Always nude in the front, he wears
a goatskin cape as a chlamys, holds the lagobolon (a stick for hunting
hares) along his leg, and with his other hand he holds a syrinx, pipes
for making music. Other Cypriot Pan types are similar but emphasize
different aspects of the god through the addition or absence of iconographic attributes: the ithyphallus for fertility, the lagobolon for hunting
and shepherding (AAP-AM-1076), and the syrinx for musical harmony
(AAP-AM-624+697; AAP-AM-1076). Notably, these other types appear
during or after the turbulent period that followed the death of Alexander the Great (ca. 323 BCE), and have a more limited distribution, with
many that are peculiar to specific sanctuary sites like Athienou-Malloura.
These varieties of types are also contemporary with a growing series of
finely carved heads of Cypriot Pan with individualized features that give
the face of each its own distinct character (AAP-AM-2740). Such heads
are of a larger scale than the other statuettes but are still under-halflife-size, while the remains of body fragments that would correspond to
their scale have yet to be uncovered. These finer quality of Cypriot Pan
heads have only been scientifically excavated at the Malloura sanctuary;
examples from elsewhere exist, but lack secure provenience. Their individualized faces may betray the influence of Hellenistic royal portraiture,
particularly the Antigonid and Ptolemaic kings who sometimes styled
themselves as Pan and who fought for control of Cyprus in the Hellenistic
period.
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Pan Statuette
Limestone
AAP-AM-1076
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 42.00 cm; W: 17.50 cm; T: 8.00 cm; Wt: 5.700 kg
Date: Hellenistic
Context
Found on the surface of the hard-packed floor layer associated with the
Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 10/SU 1099.140).
Description
Cypriot Pan statuette preserved from neck to base with head missing;
three fragments of the stomach are joined to the torso. The surface is
chipped around navel, under proper left side of chest, and on proper left
shin. Pan holds a lagobolon (a hunting and shepherding staff ) and a syrinx (panpipes) against his body while standing confidently on a sloped
plinth as a stocky figure with a prominent abdomen, heavy legs, and a
brawny musculature. Although his left leg is bent and slightly advanced,
the stance does not affect the rest of the body; that is to say that the hips
and shoulders are level. He is nude except for a goatskin cape pulled symmetrically over the shoulders and upper arms and tied in a Herakles knot
at the chest. Goat hooves hang as drawstrings from the knot, which radiates finely modeled folds that create tension in the drapery and reveal the
underlying musculature. A curl from Pan’s wig-like coiffure spirals off the

231

Catalogue: AAP-AM-1076
232

right side of his thick neck and rests on a sloping shoulder; the curl faces
the front but continues around the backside as a vertically ribbed fringe
of hair. The back of the statuette is otherwise worked flat. The lagobolon,
rendered as a knobby club, is held down at his right side with the hooked
end turned back and resting on the plinth. Pan grips the syrinx sideways
with his left hand so that the pipe ends face out (one pipe is preserved
at the front, all four remain at the back); vertical bands on either side
of his hand strap the pipes. The hands and feet are modeled with nails
rendered. The genitalia hang heavy between fleshy thighs. Traces of paint
are not preserved and black splotches from natural discoloration appear
passim.
Commentary
AAP-AM-1076 is the best-preserved example to date of a type of Cypriot
Pan that is so far unique to the Malloura sanctuary (see Cofer 2011: 168–
71, fig. 12.6). With this type, the lagobolon and syrinx distinctly frame
the lower body: the lagobolon is held with the hook down and reflexed,
while the syrinx is held sideways with the pipes horizontal. Because the
syrinx is not in playing position and the hook of the lagobolon is hidden from the front, Pan’s musical, hunting, and shepherding prowess is
implied or anticipated rather than displayed in action. The form and proportions of the figure also distinguish the type and are nearly the opposite
of AAP-AM-624+697: the form is heavy; the figure slouches; the stance
is square; the torso is longer than the legs and the thighs are longer than
the shins. Also noticeable is an intentional disproportion through the use
of foreshortening (the hand is unnaturally large compared to the shortness of the entire left arm) and other illusionistic effects (the left arm
appears bent even though it is carved straight). These illusionistic techniques are pleasing and serve practical ends: the cape functions as a relief
background for the figure and the sloped plinth adds depth and mimics a real statue base. Other examples uncovered at Athienou-Malloura
can be assigned to this type, most notably a fragmentary statuette that
compares so closely in terms of scale, iconography, style, and workmanship that it may have been carved by the same sculptor. The hairstyle, of
which little is preserved, finds its closest parallel in a well-modeled Pan
head from Larnaka now in the Cyprus Museum (Flourentzos 1989: cat.
no. 38, pl. XXVIII). In terms of date, the foreshortening, illusionism, and
general stylistic details situate AAP-AM-1076 broadly within the Hellenistic period (310–30 BCE). This date is consistent with the statuette’s
archaeological context; AAP-AM-1076 was found resting directly on the
hard-packed floor layer associated with the Hellenistic–Roman phase of
the sanctuary. Interestingly, it was found with a much older CA limestone
votary statue that must have still been on display (an heirloom?) or otherwise available, having missed appropriation for fill material when the
sanctuary was reorganized in the early Hellenistic period (fig.1.15; Counts
1998: 82, fig. 8). CMC
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Pan Statuette
Limestone
AAP-AM-624+697
Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou, Cyprus
H: 32.00 cm; W: 13.00 cm; T: 7.50 cm; Wt: 1.850 kg
Date: Hellenistic I
Context
Found in a disturbed context, within a modern looter’s pit (EU 10/SU
1099.061 and EU 10/SU 1099.072).
Description
Cypriot Pan statuette with head, feet, and base missing; found in two
fragments now joined at thighs. Pan holds his syrinx (panpipes) while
standing in a dynamic contrapposto: his uneven shoulders and hips are a
natural response to his weight-bearing right leg and his slightly bent and
outturned left leg. He is frontally nude but wears an animal skin cape that
has been pulled over the shoulders and across the upper arms and tied in
a Herakles knot at the center of the chest. A raised rim on the edges of this
cape creates a decorative collar. The skin falls naturally from the knot; the
faint form of a goat’s hoof is preserved. The triangular end of a wig-like
coiffure falls behind the neck to rest on the proper right shoulder and
can be followed around the back of the statuette as a simple, horizontal
groove. This line on the back also distinguishes the coiffure from the back
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side of the cape, which is flat and rough with marks from the sculptor’s
knife and chisel. Pan’s right arm extends along his side while his long and
delicately rendered fingers grip the lateral edge of the cape. Thick folds
cascade below the fingers before clinging together behind the right calf
and billowing between the legs. Pan grips his syrinx in playing position
with his left hand while supporting it between the side of his chest and
his flexed arm. The pipes, originally four but only three are preserved, are
vertical and bound by the horizontal straps indicated on either side of the
hand. A depression marks the navel, and although the genitalia are worn
and partially truncated, the figure is not ithyphallic. There are faint traces
of red pigment on the knot of the cape, the legs, and the back.
Commentary
AAP-AM-624+697 represents a possible later form of the so-called
Cypriot Pan type, which dominates the repertoire of divine iconography
in Cypriot sanctuaries throughout the agriculturally rich plains of the
Mesaoria beginning in the late CC period. This is the best example to
date of a type that is so far unique to Athienou-Malloura (Cofer 2011: 171,
fig. 12.9). The combination of the contrapposto, the absence of an ithyphallus, the syrinx held up against the chest in playing position, and the
other hand grasping the edge of the cape (in lieu of gripping a lagobolon)
defines this type. Also distinctive is the upper body, which shows a fleshy
physique that appears squat in comparison to the long and slender legs.
Although other Cypriot Pan types can exhibit contrapposto (e.g., Hermary and Mertens 2015: 248, cat. no. 332;9 most notably one exclusive
to the sanctuary at Lefkoniko, Cofer 2011: 170–71, fig. 12.11; Myres 1945:
54–68), none includes the syrinx or is as successful at demonstrating an
asymmetrical balance. The pronounced and graceful S-curve of the body
profile compares well with trends in Greek sculpture of the later fourth
century BCE, particularly those traditionally associated with the sculptor
Praxiteles. A date as early as circa 300 BCE is possible as another example
of this type, a right-hand fragment, was found in a context clearly associated with the reorganization of the sanctuary at that time (Cofer 2011:
173). CMC
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Pan Statuette Head
Limestone
AAP-AM-2740
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 12.16 cm; W: 7.40 cm; T: 8.53 cm; Wt: 0.464 kg
Date: Hellenistic
Context
Found in a disturbed context, a mixed deposit consisting of alluvial layers
and modern looter’s pits (EU 30/SU 3024).
Description
Head from a large Cypriot Pan statuette, broken at the neck. The head is
elongated, and although the face is flat, the features are well proportioned
and have an individualized character. Square at the top, the head becomes
spherical at the back. The hair is pulled away from the forehead in long
strands that grow from the same root as the budding horns, such that
the center of the hairline is a circumflex (^), the opposite of a widow’s
peak. The locks are arranged around the horns and ears and continue
behind the head to the nape, where they bunch into a tubular bun that
cups around a thick neck. A small portion of Pan’s cape is preserved at the
right shoulder as it begins to form a collar. The completely preserved left
horn is slightly raised and reflexed. The pointed ears are long and narrow,
and turn out to align with the face. Pan is beardless with low cheeks and
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a rounded and slightly projecting chin. He has a long forehead (equal in
length to the nose profile), a smooth brow, and deep sockets with eyes
sunk into frames of thick eyelids. A shallow, hemispheric depression in
Pan’s left eye suggests a pupil, but it is set too far to the side to have been
intentional. A wide philtrum connects the nose to a subtle smile: the ends
of the upper lip are upturned, while the lower lip is pursed. No pigment
is preserved, dark gray splotches discolor all surfaces, especially the face.
Commentary
AAP-AM-2740 is one of several finely carved heads of Cypriot Pan found
at Athienou-Malloura, as well as at other sites in the Mesaoria (Cofer
2011: 169–73, fig. 12.8; Flourentzos 1989: 125, pls. XXVIII–XXIX). All
come from larger-scale statuettes (none greater than half-life-size), but
each betrays a distinct character through individualized features in the
form of the head, hairstyle, and facial expression. Without the body, it
is unclear how AAP-AM-2740 might correspond to the full-length types
of Cypriot Pan known from the corpus of smaller-scale statuettes (Cofer
2011: 172). The individualization of the face is characteristic of Cypriot
sculpture in general and the Hellenistic period in particular (see Connelly 1988). The distinguishing differences in heads such as these may
also reflect influences from Hellenistic royal portraiture, as Ptolemaic and
Antigonid kings were known to style themselves as Pan (Laubscher 1985;
Svenson 1995: 46–52); significantly, these dynasties were competing for
control of the Mesaoria in the late fourth and early third centuries BCE
(Cofer 2011: 173–75). In this regard, AAP-AM-2740 compares closely with
the heads of Pan that feature on the obverse of the coinage of Antigonos
Gonatas (Cofer 2011: 167, fig. 12.4; Panagopoulou 2000), the Antigonid
king who adopted Pan as his patron deity, even though Cyprus was firmly
under Ptolemaic control throughout his reign (r. 284–239 BCE). The size,
hairstyle, sunken eyes, and subtle smile of AAP-AM-2740 find close parallels in a Cypriot Pan head found without a context in Larnaka (Cyprus
Museum 1934/IV–27/31; Flourentzos 1989: cat. no. 38, pl. XXIX). The
heavy eyelids are a standard feature in Cypriot sculpture from at least
the last quarter of the fourth century BCE, when they are attested on
clay heads found in the so-called “cenotaph of Nicocreon” (Tumulus 77)
at Salamis (Karageorghis 1969: 155–62, pl. XV). The sunken eyes within
the eyelids, however, are both unusual and rare, and suggest the possibility that they were originally inlaid, perhaps with bone or horn. Such eye
inlays are preserved on a limestone statuette of Apollo from the sanctuary at Golgoi-Ayios Photios dated to the Hellenistic period (Hermary and
Mertens 2015: 243, cat. no. 326).10 These considerations of style and form
argue for a date in the Hellenistic period, likely sometime after the middle
of the third century BCE, the time of the “Pan-head” coinage of Antigonos
Gonatas. CMC
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Divine Images: Bes
Derek B. Counts
Grimacing faces, furrowed brows, and gaping mouths with tongues sticking out to confront the viewer are usually connected to the god commonly
referred to as “Bes” in Cyprus. Images identified with Bes—as masks, on
amulets, gems, appliqués, and in sculpture—are found in a variety of
contexts and in a variety of materials. There is no compelling evidence,
however, to identify these figures specifically with the Egyptian god Bes.
In Cyprus, we do witness the primary attributes associated with the god
in his earliest manifestations in Egypt (Middle and New Kingdom) and
the Near East (Old Babylonian): a grotesque, monstrous, frontal visage;
furrowed brow; bandy legs; feather crown; and stout, dwarf features. The
god is usually represented nude; in some instances, he wears a lionskin
indicated by a tail hanging between the legs. He is often represented holding additional attributes such as knives, snakes, and musical instruments;
in some cases, he is represented as a master of animals. The main Cypriot
types signal an iconographic debt to both Egyptian and Near Eastern
(Phoenician) sources, which mingled to create a novel, hybridized image
for a Cypriot audience.
From the beginning, Bes appears to personify a multiplicity of functions, but in general one sees the god as a benevolent guardian who wards
off evil spirits and serves as a protector of children and mothers, making
him an ideal visual symbol in religious and funerary settings, as well as
political ones (e.g., palaces). Among the earliest representations in Cyprus
is a 12th-century BCE ivory wall bracket bearing a Cypro-Minoan inscription found at Kition. With his leonine features, the god strikes a Smiting
God pose with a weapon raised above the head, dressed in an Egyptianizing kilt and wearing the characteristic feather crown. These attributes are
especially popular after the Archaic period, when the Cypriot Bes appears
in two distinct types. The first type features a grimacing, disembodied
head with facial striations, open mouth, and extended tongue; examples
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include furniture accessories, as seen on an ivory bed discovered in Tomb
79 at Salamis, as well as a monumental, sculpted head set atop a pillar
found near Pyla, but also as pendants, amulets, and decorative reliefs on
clothing. The second type retains the grotesque, apotropaic facial features,
but here the god is full-figured, nude or clothed in an animal skin, featuring a variety of attributes, and sometimes multiplied or moving, as on
the Amathous sarcophagus in the MMA or the wall bracket discovered at
Malloura (AAP-AM-2431). We also find animal elements (especially leonine) in the facial features, such as a broad nose, animal ears, mane-like
hair, and, in some cases, horns. Bes assumed a variety of roles in Cyprus,
often associated with lions, snakes, and other animals, but also without
additional attributes serving as simple dedications or as decorative elements. In almost every instance, the head of the god is shown frontally,
confronting the viewer, almost invariably with a protruding tongue—a
feature that gives primacy to the face/gaze as a source of power and, presumably, connects to apotropaic functions of protection and repulsion.
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Bes Wall Bracket
Limestone
AAP-AM-2431
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 24.30 cm; W: 12.60 cm; T: 11.00 cm; Wt: 1.797 kg
Date: CA II
Context
Found in alluvial deposits directly outside of the eastern section of the
peribolos of the Hellenistic–Roman phase of the sanctuary (EU 34/SU
3406).
Description
This wall bracket is almost fully preserved; a small fragment of one of the
lion’s hindquarters was broken, now joined. A small triangular-shaped
piece is missing from the upper right portion of the vertical plaque and
the front portion of the base is chipped and worn. A naturally occurring
fault line runs through the central portion of the relief. The flat, vertical
plaque is fitted at the top with a pierced hole and terminates in a shallow
receptacle or platform flanked by two couchant lions in relief; each lion
confronts the viewer with a wide-open mouth and extended tongue. The
lions support a small shelf above the receptacle, upon which three Bes
figures are carved in relief. A central Bes figure is the largest and carved in
the most depth; he stands between two similarly posed, but smaller, Bes
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figures in shallower relief arranged in heraldic composition. The rendering of the musculature is impressive: the central Bes exhibits a distinct
epigastric arch and all three figures have sculpted pectorals and protruding stomachs. Their relatively squat stature is combined with large and
distinctive upper thigh and calf muscles. The central Bes, moving right
to left, exhibits the Smiting God attitude with the right arm raised above
the shoulder to the head and fist clenched. The smaller flanking figures,
partially obscured by the central Bes, move toward the center and raise
both arms with fists tightly clenched. Each figure combines a fully frontal
face and torso with profile legs; movement is indicated by the bent-knee
pose. All three figures are nude (the male genitalia of the proper right
figure are missing although faint indications of breakage are visible). The
heads are bearded with vertical incisions delineating distinct rows; the
beard of the central figure is slightly more elaborate with a horizontal
incision creating a two-tiered effect. Like the bodies, the wide faces are
anthropomorphized with horizontal, almond-shaped eyes and prominent
cheeks. The broad nose, on the other hand, is more zoomorphic, as are
the parallel striations across the upper cheeks of each figure, indicating
fur. The long tongues of each Bes are carved in low relief, extending out
from the bottom lip in a gesture that mimics the lions below. All three
Bes figures wear a lionskin headdress. The headdress is clearly defined on
the central figure with lion ears protruding from the top, although traces
are also slightly visible on the others. The flat surface of the relief above
the figures contains four vertical relief bands that extend upward from
the back of the central figure’s head to meet the base of the pierced hole
above. Directly above the proper left Bes, a battered and weathered arcshaped object appears carved in low relief as if held in his proper left
hand, which might represent a snake or perhaps a knife/sickle.
Commentary
Images of Bes and other iconographically related divinities appear in
Egypt and the eastern Mediterranean from the Middle Kingdom until
Roman times (Counts and Toumazou 2006; Hermary 1986; Wilson
1975). Given this long history and enduring popularity in the region, it is
not surprising to find representations of Bes in the artistic repertoire of
Cyprus. On Cyprus, wall brackets are found in sanctuaries in the Bronze
Age and continue in use throughout the CA period, if not later (Caubet
1979; Caubet and Yon 1974). Although the exact function of these cult
objects is unclear, the receptacle probably served as a stand for a lamp
or incense burner. The Bes iconography of the Malloura wall bracket is
unique in Cyprus, but one might compare images of Bes on two other
objects that were meant to be hung: a late Bronze Age ivory plaque from
Kition (Karageorghis 2002b: 107, fig. 222) and a late Archaic terracotta
lamp in the MMA (Karageorghis et al. 2018: 74, cat. no. 121).11 Nevertheless, even without exact parallels, the basic iconography of AAP-AM-2431
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fits nicely into the repertoire of Bes images in Cyprus; however, there are
no exact parallels here or elsewhere in the eastern Mediterranean. For
example, the repetition of Bes figures (perhaps enhancing the object’s
magical powers) is seen on an early CA silver bowl from Idalion, where
Bes is represented no fewer than six times in the role of master of animals
(Markoe 1985: 39–41, 170–71, cat. no. Cy2); he is anthropomorphic and
bearded, wearing a leopard skin. Additionally, on the famous Amathous
sarcophagus, the god is repeated four times wearing Egyptianizing kilts
and striding from left to right (Hermary and Mertens 2015: 353–63, cat.
no. 490).12 Finally, parallels are found in the iconography of satyrs in
Cyprus (Hermary 1986: 111), who commonly appear in groups on female
headdresses (e.g., troupes of satyrs carved in relief on kalathoi [headdress
named after a vessel of a similar shape] of two late CA female statues, one
from Vouni [Karageorghis 2003: 246–47, cat. no. 284] and an unprovenienced example now in the Worcester Art Museum [inv. no. 1941.49;
Sophocleous 1985: 131–33, pl. 33]).13 Finally, frontal faces and protruding tongues are standard apotropaic features of Bes types in Cyprus. The
apotropaic quality of these and other attributes are directly linked to a
wide variety of guardian figures in ancient art such as gorgons and lions.
In this context, it is worth recalling that the lions flanking the receptacle
on the Malloura wall bracket are also depicted with tongues extended.
The solitary appearance of Bes’s face on garments, seals, jewelry, coins,
furniture, and in other media further suggests the primacy of the face as
the source of the divinity’s protective power. The Malloura wall bracket
was discovered in an alluvial deposit directly outside the eastern wall
of the temenos; Counts and Toumazou (2006: 601) have argued that it
could have hung on the wall’s exterior face as a constant guard (similar in
function to the standing stone that protects the entrance to the sanctuary
along the northern peribolos [Toumazou et al. 2015: 210–11]). Bes’s apotropaic nature supplemented his other spheres of influence in the divine
protection of Cypriot sanctuaries and their patrons. Based on stylistic and
iconographic comparisons, as well as the prevalence of the imagery in the
CA period, a date within the last quarter of the sixth century BCE for the
Malloura wall bracket seems likely. DBC
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Divine Images: Artemis
Erin Walcek Averett
Like most deities worshipped on Cyprus in the Iron Age, the introduction
and adaptation of the Greek goddess Artemis, or at least her iconography,
is complicated. The goddess’ attributes (especially the quiver and often a
companion fawn) appear on the island as early as the fifth century BCE,
but the theonym “Artemis” is not attested epigraphically until the end of
the fourth or early third century BCE. In many cases, the goddess appears
to have been assimilated into an existing local female divinity (sometimes
problematically called the “Great Goddess” by modern scholars in deference to a lack of textual evidence with divine names). From the beginning
of her appearance in Cyprus, however, we find Artemis equipped with
attributes clearly identifying her as a mistress of animals: she is armed
with a bow and quiver and associated with an animal (e.g., goat or deer),
either held in the hand or subdued at her side (AAP-AM-4929). The goddess also often holds a fruit (pomegranate or apple). This iconography
continues well into the Hellenistic and Roman periods, when the cult of
Artemis enjoyed notable popularity in Cypriot sanctuaries and when her
image occurs alongside Cypriot Pan (another divine figure with power
over animals). Not surprisingly, Artemis is also often associated with
sanctuaries with iconographic and/or epigraphic evidence for the god
Apollo, her twin in Greek myth. Given the connection to both Cypriot
Pan and Apollo, deities who are well represented in limestone but not
terracotta, the type is most commonly found in sanctuaries within and on
the outskirts of the Mesaoria, where a rich tradition of limestone votive
sculpture flourished.
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Artemis Statuette
Limestone
AAP-AM-4929
Larnaka District Archaeological Museum, Cyprus
H: 33.60 cm; W: 15.95 cm; T: 6.73 cm; Wt: 2.350 kg
Date: Hellenistic–Roman (?)
Context
Found in a disturbed context, a mixed deposit consisting of alluvial layers
and modern looter’s pits (EU 62/SU 6203).
Description
Limestone statuette depicting the goddess Artemis holding a quiver
with a fawn at her side, standing on a small oval base (with parallel toolmarks visible on the bottom). The statuette is carved in the round on the
front and flat at the back. Broken at the neck, the proper right shoulder
preserves the top of the quiver and part of the hair. Artemis stands in a
contrapposto pose with proper left leg relaxed. She wears an ankle-length
belted chiton with scoop neck, attached at the shoulder and belted directly
under the breasts. A large overfold extends down to the upper thighs. The
drapery folds are naturalistically rendered with some weathered areas.
The breasts, visible beneath the dress, are modeled asymmetrically. She
wears plain, pointed shoes with no carved details (they may have originally been painted). The proper left arm, rendered with an unnaturally
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thin upper arm, is bent and rests on an L-shaped support. Extending over
the proper right shoulder is a quiver, which is summarily rendered on the
back as a rounded semicylinder that tapers before fading into the smooth
back surface. Three strands of hair (now worn) extend over her left shoulder. The right arm is naturalistic and hangs along the side; in the right
hand she holds a flat, cylindrical object to feed a fawn who reaches up
the goddess’s right leg. The fawn stands next to Artemis with body facing
forward and head upturned to eat the offered object. The fawn’s head is
small with a tapered muzzle and long, pointed ears that flatten onto the
back of its head. The fawn’s neck is elongated, and the body is rounded
and supported by four long, tapered legs. The limestone between the legs
and body is not removed, nor are the hooves detailed. There is black discoloration on the front, especially on the front of the L-shaped support
where it is broken, which indicates this offering was burned at some point
after the support broke. No evidence of applied pigment.
Commentary
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AAP-AM-4929 is identified as Artemis by the goddess’s attributes (quiver
and deer) and is similar to at least six other Artemis statuettes dedicated
at the Malloura sanctuary, two of which are so close in style and execution
that they were likely made by the same sculptor or workshop. In addition, three larger Artemis heads have been discovered at the sanctuary
(Counts and Toumazou 2003; see also Sørensen 2009: 195–96 on the
identification of the Malloura female head with sakkos (soft woven cap)
as Artemis). We can also add to this several statues in the Louvre from
Edmond Duthoit’s 19th-century excavations at Malloura, which have
been identified as Artemis and dated stylistically to the CC and Hellenistic periods (Hermary 1989a: 412–14, cat. nos. 836, 838, 841).14 Beyond
Malloura, there are two similar Artemis statuettes from Pyla, broadly
dated stylistically to the Hellenistic–early Roman periods, that also depict
the goddess wearing a long chiton and feeding a fawn (one depicts her
leaning on a support and holding fruit in her left hand, see Hermary and
Mertens 2015: 266–68, cat. nos. 361, 362;15 see also two Roman examples from Pyla with Artemis feeding a fawn at her side, Hermary 1989a:
411–14, cat. nos. 835, 839, 840).16 Based on the similarity in style and
type with the Pyla examples, it is likely AAP-AM-4929 also dates to the
Hellenistic or early Roman period. It is significant that at both Malloura
and Pyla Apollo was worshipped together with his sister, and, likewise, in
both sanctuaries images of Cypriot Pan complete the Hellenistic divine
iconography (Counts and Toumazou 2003: 242–44). At Malloura the
prevalence of male votaries and male divine iconography (Cypriot Herakles, Apollo, Zeus-Ammon, and Cypriot Pan types) indicates that the
sanctuary was primarily dedicated to male deities, but the presence of at
least nine fragments of Artemis statuettes (and several limestone statuettes of dancing women, see AAP-AM-5126) suggests that this goddess
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was worshipped at least as early as the Hellenistic phase and likely in the
CC (Counts and Toumazou 2003; for the cult of Artemis in Cyprus, see
Karageorghis 1998: 176–85; Sophocleous 1985: 138–41; Sørensen 2009).
Like many of the male divinities at Malloura, Artemis is depicted as a
mistress of the animals—in this case in the guise of a hunter and often
with a fawn stationed dutifully at her side. EWA
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CHAPTER 4
IMAGING THE PAST:
METHODS, PROCESS, AND IMPACT
Kevin Garstki, Erin Walcek Averett, and Derek B. Counts
Imaging in Archaeology
From fieldwork to publication, imaging has always been at the core of
archaeological methods (Morgan and Wright 2018; Moser 2012). The
act of producing images in archaeology (drawings, plans, maps, photographs, artistic reconstructions, 3D models, etc.) creates and organizes
information, which in turn is used to help communicate knowledge
through recording, publication, and outreach. In short, image creation is
an indispensable method of structuring, understanding, and presenting
the past. Yet, archaeological imaging is both creative and subjective. How
the material record of the past is visualized impacts how archaeological
knowledge is disseminated and understood, and it influences what kinds
of questions we ask, often prompting new avenues of research (Moser
2012). With the emergence of the discipline in the 19th century, archaeologists adopted illustration methods inherited from antiquarian traditions
as well as those from the emerging enterprise of scientific illustration in
order to visualize artifacts, features, stratigraphy, sites, and landscapes
through field drawings, plans, and illustrations (Hamann 2012: 244–66).
At the same time, however, archaeologists also began to embrace more
mechanical methods influenced or borrowed from the natural sciences
and engineering, which allowed greater accuracy in measuring (e.g., cartography) and imaging (e.g., photography) (Dyson 2006: 55–58, 96–97,
111–12; Morgan and Wright 2018: 2–4; Moser 2012; Piggott 1965; Pillsbury 2012: 12; Shanks 2012). These two approaches to imaging resulted
in a perceived contrast between the subjectivity of artistic illustration and
the perceived objective processes of mechanical image production.
As numerous studies have demonstrated, however, both hand and
mechanical imaging methods are subjective. The practitioner’s agenda,
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artistic and practical choices, skill level, choice of tools, and equipment
impact the scope, quality, and accuracy of the final product, whether that
is a hand-drawn illustration, a photograph, or a digital model (Garstki
2018; Mitchell 1992; Moser 2012; Moser and Smiles 2005; Papadopoulos
et al. 2019: 626–27; Shanks 1997; Shanks and Svabo 2013). Nevertheless, the primacy of photography in archaeological recording is premised
on the medium’s perceived realism, accuracy, and objectivity according
to strict, standardized rules (Bourdieu 1996), and this attitude continues today even as the acknowledged subjectivity and ability to manipulate
photographs is understood. More archaeologists, however, are not only
recognizing, but even embracing the subjectivity and creative potential of
the medium. Some projects have gone beyond photography as a recording method to experiment with its capabilities to create different kinds of
archaeological narratives (see Hamilakis and Ifantidis 2016 for archaeological photo-ethnography as both a research and outreach tool, and
Hamilakis and Ifantidis 2015 on The Other Acropolis project).
With new 3D imaging technologies often hailed as accurate and
efficient ways of image-making in archaeology (Roosevelt et al. 2015;
Sapirstein and Murray 2017), the time is ripe to refine how we discuss
objectivity and transparency in order to avoid the mistake of ignoring
the creative and subjective hand in producing, manipulating, and experiencing three-dimensional images. The uneasiness surrounding digital
archaeology in general, and 3D imaging specifically, is reminiscent of
early debates regarding the use and value of photography and its relationship to other methods of visualization. This chapter briefly overviews
the history of imaging in archaeology in order to contextualize current
debates regarding the value and role of digital recording methods and the
value of 3D models.
Illustration
Hand illustration is the earliest method of archaeological imaging. This
method requires artistic negotiation in the transformation of information
from one medium to another—for example, 3D object to 2D representation on paper, or color to black and white (Latour 1998: 425; Morgan
and Wright 2018). As Stuart Piggott noted (1978: 33), mediation between
accurate representation and “the degree of understanding of the nature of
the subject depicted” is necessary. Archaeological illustrations are composed and framed: what is shown and not shown is determined by the
illustrator’s choices. Furthermore, as Joanne Pillsbury observes (2012: 3),
the act of drawing can help organize data, enhance the powers of observation, and ultimately can lead to “meditation on mediations.” Thus,
archaeological illustration as practice is the mobilization of human expertise to “see” the nature of an artifact or monument—illustrators make
aesthetic, ideological, and practical choices at each step in order to produce a representation of the original 3D subject in 2D. How “accurate”
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Figure 4.1: Top: Giulio de Musi, “Bird’s Eye View of Rome, 1553,” engraving, Metropolitan Museum of Art, inv. no. 49.97.525 (The Elisha Whittelsey Collection,
The Elisha Whittelsey Fund, 1949; CC0 1.0); Bottom: Giovanni Battista Piranesi,
“Another View of the Temple in the City of Paestum, Believed to Be Dedicated to
Juno,” 1778. (from Wikiart.org)
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any of these representations (whether notes, illustrations, photographs,
plans, or models) are is debated. Costas Papadopoulos and colleagues
argue that these recordings produce “a new material assemblage that does
not represent faithfully and accurately the material realities encountered
in the field, but rather brings into existence new material realities which
evoke (rather than record), more or less, the field processes and the material traces encountered there” (Papadopoulos et al. 2019: 625).
Illustration is also shaped by the ideological goals and agenda of the
artist and patron. Early Modern antiquarians, artists, collectors, and
scholars drew sites, monuments, and objects for different purposes. The
rationale for a drawing or painting could be to convey an idea, mood,
or concept, while for others it was to record with mathematical accuracy
(Moser 2012; Pillsbury 2012: 1–4) (fig. 4.1). For some it could even serve
a didactic purpose, such as James Stuart and Nicholas Revett’s explicit
goal to provide exemplary models of ancient Greek architecture in order
to improve what was considered inferior British architecture (Stuart and
Revett 1762). As objectivity and clarity became essential for archaeological illustrations, increasing standardization was implemented throughout
the 19th and 20th centuries and continues today (Morgan and Wright
2018: 2–7). While standardization streamlined conventions, it also eliminated the “personal touch,” idiosyncrasies, and alternative points of view
that were present in earlier illustration (Houston 2012: 391; Pillsbury
2012: 36). Even with increased emphasis on perceived objectivity and
standardization, the skill of good artists remained crucial.
The ability of artists to provide color illustrations at a time when most
publications were black and white and, even more importantly, their ability to bring the past to life has always been valued. In his discussion of the
work of Piet de Jong, John Papadopoulos (2007: 5) notes that looking at
his illustrations “was to experience an explosion of color and light, to see
familiar objects not in the sterile or manipulated light of the museum display, but as almost living entities bursting with life, eager to be seen” (fig.
4.2). Indeed, even after photography became a standard part of archaeological recording, the ability of hand drawing to convey nuance and
detail ensured that artistic illustration and drawing flourished alongside
new technologies and continued to be given “valuable social currency”
(Bateman 2006: 80). The continued coexistence (and ideally dialogue) of
artistic illustrations, drawings, and reconstructions alongside mechanical
imaging demonstrates the discipline’s ongoing engagement with various
imaging techniques to meet a variety of goals (e.g., Morris et al. 2018:
55–59; Papadopoulos et al. 2019).

Chapter 4: Imaging the Past
259

Figure 4.2: Watercolor reconstruction of figure from the Painted House at Gordion by Piet de Jong. (Courtesy of the Penn Museum, image # 153729)

Photography
By the mid-19th century, archaeologists and explorers began to use photographic equipment to document sites and excavations throughout the
Mediterranean and Near East; indeed, the emerging discipline of archaeology and the new technology developed closely together (Bohrer 2011:
50–54; Dorrell 1994: 4; Dyson 2006: 96–98; Hamilakis and Ifantidis
2015; Lyons et al. 2005; Olson et al. 2012: 50; Shanks and Svabo 2013;
cf. McFadyen and Hicks 2019). As Yannis Hamilakis and Fotis Ifantidis
observe (2015: 137), “photography and professional archaeology shared
the epistemological certainties of western modernity: the principle of
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visual evidential truth (‘seeing is believing’), the desire to narrate things
‘as they really were’ and the idea of objectivism.” Photography—first individual prints, then books illustrated with photographs, and finally lantern
slides—was quickly adopted as a research tool, but it was also recognized
as a powerful method for communicating information to scholars and
to the public. The distribution of archaeological photographs in monographs and in popular serial publications like the Illustrated London News
sparked a widespread public interest in archaeology and even prompted
increased archaeological tourism (Dyson 2006: xiv, 96; Hamilakis and
Ifantides 2015; on popular archaeological publications more generally,
see Thorton 2018).
Although not without its critics, early advocates hailed the ability of
photography to provide exact facsimiles. Photographs were circulated
throughout Europe and America, and were often studied in lieu of the
original objects. For example, Miranda Marvin (2008: 139-41) has highlighted the significance of photography for the study and presentation
of Greek and Roman art. In the context of the German invention of
Altertumswissenschaft (a positivist discipline of “antiquity science”), professional scholars such as Heinrich Brunn (1822–1894) participated in a
new approach to ancient art that focused on detailed examination and
formal art criticism. This methodological approach, as Marvin (2008:
140) notes, was only possible with the invention of photography, which
allowed for the “systematic, formal study…by combining photographs
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Figure 4.3: Plate 31, “Aphrodite in Petworth,” from A. Furtwängler, Meisterwerke der griechischen Plastik: Kunstgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Leipzig:
Giesecke & Devrient, 1893). (from Universitätsbibliothek Heildelberg: https://
digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/furtwaengler1893ga)
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with the older technology of casts” and “facilitated a new kind of comparative analysis and connoisseurship.” Brunn’s magnum opus, Denkmäler
griechischer und römischer Sculptur (1888–1900), featured professional
photographs of sculptures with multiple views and controlled lighting
that were accompanied by descriptive text—a publication that powerfully illustrated the potential of photography, but also the importance of
serial production as it was reproduced in editions until 1947, when the
total number of photographs grew from 500 to 800 (Marvin 2008: 140).
The fundamental importance of this moment for the history of classical art history—and ancient sculpture in general—is embodied in Adolf
Furtwängler’s Meisterwerke der griechischen Plastik (1893), which many
see as a key moment that revealed the impact of photographic reproduction on scholarly interpretation and argument (fig. 4.3).
As these early publications demonstrate, photography was generally viewed as empirical, accurate, and objective, providing a scientific
complement to artistic illustrations in order to facilitate close study. The
perceptions of objectivity and the empirical qualities of photography have
now been problematized (for an overview of this literature critiquing the
role of photography and a new call for photography as a useful tool in
archaeology, see McFadyen and Hicks 2019). Early photographs of architecture were devoid of people, in contrast to paintings of ruins that were
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Figure 4.4: Plate 20, from W.J. Stillman’s The Acropolis of Athens: Illustrated
Picturesquely and Architecturally in Photography 1869/1870. (London: F.S. Ellis,
1870). (National Gallery of Art, 2006.86.3, Robert B. Menschel Fund, CC0 1.0)
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Figure 4.5: Figure 46, “Foundation deposit, laid out horizontally,” and Figure 47,
“Bracelet of King Zer, 7 and 9 ins. from lens,” from W. M. F. Petrie, Methods and
Aims in Archaeology (London: Macmillan, 1904). (public domain, after https://
archive.org/details/methodsaimsinarc00petruoft/page/80/mode/2up)

Chapter 4: Imaging the Past

often populated with images of local people to provide an exotic, romantic, and orientalizing element (e.g., the depictions of Egypt and the Near
East by Scottish artist David Roberts [1796–1864]). The general absence
of people in archaeological photographs was an intentional artistic choice
that focused attention on the physical remains to create a timeless image,
although there was also a practical reason to exclude moving people due
to exposure time (fig. 4.4). Just as illustrators compose their works, photographers similarly compose frames to focus on the desired subject and
create a certain mood. For example, in the 1890s, John Henry Haynes,
the staff photographer for the University of Pennsylvania’s Nippur excavations, began photographing excavated ceramic vessels against a black
backdrop to isolate the artifacts without background distractions (Bohrer
2011: 50–52). Object photography aimed to capture realistic details not
reliably translated in paintings and illustrations without any distractions
from other objects or people; this was deemed necessary for the emerging analytical methods in artifact study. As photography became more
integrated into the discipline, archaeologists like George Andrew Reisner
(Der Manuelian and Reisner 1992) and Sir W. M. Flinders Petrie (Petrie
1904) began to encourage protocols and standards in the early 20th century, similar to the standardization imposed for illustration and drawing
(fig. 4.5). More recently, practical guides to photography for archaeologists focus on multiple scales from sites to objects (e.g., Howell and Blanc
1995). The long development of photography in archaeology provided an
extended period for practitioners to grapple with advances and changes
to photographic technology, finding standardized uses for it in the presentation of the archaeological record.
After more than a century of film photography in the field, the last
decades have seen a quick transition to digital photography. The impacts
of this transition have been both practical and epistemological. On the
one hand, archaeologists now produce born-digital visual data, which can
be more easily archived and linked to related data. Born-digital data also
eliminate the need for a two-step analog-to-digital process that can impact
image resolution and quality as well as potentially introduce technical
or user errors. On the other hand, the potential for extensive editing in
digital photography (e.g., adjusting light, removing backgrounds, adding
digital scales, in addition to internal adjustments executed by the camera
itself, see Dennis 2020) could be viewed as altering the original data as
they move through the archaeological workflow to final dissemination.
As Colleen Morgan (2016) notes on the transition to digital photography,
“While the ‘death of photography’ may have been an overstatement, the
death of the belief in photographic verisimilitude may be more accurate.”
In part because of the accessibility of the technology, digital photography
seems to have fostered a more transparent approach to archaeological
documentation than traditional photography did, and in turn this paved
a smoother path toward other digital visualization technologies.
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Creating 3D images in archaeology in many ways follows in the tradition
of illustration and photography. At their core, 3D images are created to
represent (or “evoke”) the material record of the past. The three-dimensionality of landscapes, sites, features, and objects was communicated in
photographs (through light and shadow that contour shapes and through
multiple views) and illustrations (through standard conventions like
shading, texture, and stippling); nevertheless, it is an illusion and these
2D images remain static and flat (Steiner 2005). These methods reduce
the dynamic reality to two dimensions, a “flat surrogate, a sensorially
impoverished assemblage” (Papadopoulos et al. 2019: 625). Digital 3D
models advance the presentation of the third dimension in archaeological imaging and they “have the potential to advance the discussion on
sensoriality by foregrounding three-dimensional properties and evoking
corporeal, multisensorial and kinaesthetic, affective experiences” (Papadopoulos et al. 2019: 627). 3D models are dynamic—users can rotate,
zoom, measure, and adjust lighting conditions—experiencing the representation through sight (and touch, if a 3D print or haptic VR). These
ways of interacting with the representation more accurately recreate how
scholars study artifacts.
This type of visualization was made possible at the onset of the digital
age when new methods of 3D imaging emerged as computers were used
to record, present, and visualize data (Reilly 1992; Wood and Chapman
1992). As these technologies developed, so did their place within archaeology (Forte and Siliotti 1997; Frischer et al. 2000). The type of technology
employed by archaeologists for 3D scanning has often depended on
the project’s research questions and available resources. There are two
broad categories of 3D modeling systems: range-based and image-based.
Image-based systems, such as SfM (structure from motion), have become
increasingly popular in archaeological work, in large part due to the low
cost (Heath 2015; see Sapirstein and Murray 2017 on the need for standard
protocols). Range-based systems, such as laser scanning or structured
light scanning, are often more expensive and rely on the direct capture
of 3D geometric information using the distance between the object and
the scanning system to calculate the surface geometry (Remondino and
El-Hakim 2006; Zachar et al. 2017). While laser scanning uses the reflection of a narrow laser beam to collect x, y, and z data points, structured
light systems utilize the projection of parallel light strips onto the object
to triangulate these points on the object’s surface.
As with photography and illustration, there are also misunderstandings regarding the relationship between objectivity and subjectivity in 3D
visualization tools. In many ways, the use of 3D scanning tools mirrors the
mechanical technique of photography—the equipment stands between
the user and the object, presenting a sense of objective translation of data
from physical to digital. And yet, just as with other types of archaeological
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imaging, 3D scanning requires significant input from the user that affects
the final product, as does the user’s level of skill.
Additionally, there are foundational questions about the role of 3D
images in archaeological research. Although the use of 3D technologies
to document archaeological landscapes, sites, and artifacts has greatly
expanded recently as the affordability and ease of use increases, the position of 3D data within archaeological epistemology remains tenuous
(Dell’Unto 2018). Perhaps most significantly, some scholars have argued
that the sensory connection to the original artifact, monument, or landscape is absent in interactions with digital 3D models (Eve 2018). If one’s
interaction with an artifact or site is mediated solely through its virtual
form, then the knowledge gleaned is inherently visual, structured by
the affordances of the digital platform. Just as early aerial photography
allowed people to view and experience landscapes in a way not possible in the past — by providing disturbingly oblique, dematerialized, and
decentered views of the ground (Aldred 2019; Weems 2012) — digital
models allow users to rotate, turn, zoom into and even beyond the object,
and allow sites to be experienced from different vantage points in a way
not always possible in reality. This experience can be decentering. Thus,
while 3D models provide a more complete visual of the original subject
than 2D representations, they can simultaneously dematerialize the experience with the original, tangible object. This contemporary method of
experiencing the past underscores the practice of archaeology as inherently modern (Thomas 2004: 2), and it typifies the emphasis on sight
over other senses that began with 19th-century positivistic, empirical
approaches that continue even today.
To expand our understanding of the past, many archaeologists have
turned to investigating the role of senses beyond sight (e.g., Hamilakis
2013). This approach emphasizes archaeological objects not as isolated
pieces of “art” to be organized by visual cues such as iconography and
typology, but as things people in the past experienced through touch, smell,
and sound as well as sight — what Costas Papadopoulos and colleagues
(2019: 626) term “multidimensional entities.” In their experimentation
with creating 3D models of Neolithic figurines from Koutroulou Magoula,
Papadopoulos and team argue just the opposite of those who understand
digital images as “dematerializing.” In their creation and use of 3D models, they found that 3D models allow users to experience the artifacts
dynamically on a sensorial level not possible with 2D images: one can
hold, turn, and experience a model much like one would an actual object.
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The inconsistencies with terminology further highlight the lack of
consensus regarding the function of 3D models in archaeology. As scholars debate the complex relationships between 3D models and artifacts,
the most common terms used to describe the models include, “digital
artifact,” “digital surrogate,” “digital facsimile,” and “digital reproduction”
(Burns 2014; Endres 2014; Rabinowitz 2015). Adam Rabinowitz (2015:
29), for example, suggests that the most accurate term for a digital model
is “digital surrogate,” since this indicates a “faithful digital copy that seeks
to represent an analog original as accurately and in as much detail as possible.” Kevin Garstki (2017), however, has suggested that “representation” is
best used to describe these models since the term aligns the technological
process of creating a digital artifact with other forms of representational
tools used by archaeologists. In this context “representation” is the record
of sensory information that has been translated from physical form to
another medium. All forms of visual archaeological documentation are
created for the purpose of recording and communicating faithfully the
physical or visual qualities of an object, trench, landscape, or monument,
and can therefore be described as representations. Digital artifact models
created with 3D scanning technology follow this same pattern of translating physical sensory information into a different medium, and should
thus, Garstki argues, also be termed representations. This term also significantly disassociates the digital representation of an artifact from the
original. A 3D model cannot be equated with the original physical object
because of the specific conditions that were responsible for the model’s
production; each digital artifact representation is defined and constituted
by the relationships and digital properties that accompany it (Garstki
2017: 742). Although in some ways discussion of these terms is semantic since whatever term we use does not affect the inherent properties or
analytical potential of digital models (see Galeazzi 2016 and comments),
the terminology affects the perception and understanding of how digital
models work. Using a term like “representation,” for example, connects
3D models with more traditional forms of archaeological visualization
and can be understood by a user within the same epistemological framework.
One of the difficulties with identifying the epistemic influence of 3D
models on archaeological research is the distance between the user of the
product and the process of creation. Recent scholarship has highlighted
the “black-boxing” of technologies used to document, record, visualize,
and analyze the past in archaeology (Caraher 2016; Dennis 2020; Latour
1987; Leighton 2015). The disconnect between the user (through an
interface) and the creation of data is not new, nor is it unique to archaeology. This divide exists in most contemporary computer interfaces: for
the last 30 years, operating systems have been increasing the “distance”
between a user and the instructional code. The use of computer technology in archaeology suffers from this same distance; few of us understand

AAP 3D Models: Process and Production
In keeping with the turn toward digital recording and visualization in
archaeology (e.g., Averett et al. 2016; Edgeworth 2015; Huvila 2018;
Olson and Caraher 2015; Taylor et al. 2018), AAP initiated an imaging
project in 2014 to document the figural votive offerings from the Athienou-Malloura sanctuary as part of a larger transition to digital workflows
(for a description of our 3D pilot phase, see Counts et al. 2016; for AAP’s
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the underlying code behind our database software, geographic information system (GIS), or 3D visualization software. Jeremy Huggett (2004)
imaginatively describes the technological fetishism that exists in contemporary archaeology, replete with “high priests” before whom the rest of the
discipline sits and presents offerings of data. In our 3D context, fetishism
corresponds to the excessive appreciation or commitment to a 3D digital
artifact, not due to its inherent properties or potential research benefits,
but simply to its existence as the product of sophisticated technology.
This appreciation is coupled with a limited grasp of the tools, raising
the concept of technology above other standard practices in archaeology.
Whether GIS analysis or database design, these facets of archaeological
practice have often been relegated to the project “specialist.” As Huggett
(2004: 85) describes, those who exhibit the necessary computer expertise
“assume positions of authority based upon their knowledge of the mysteries.”
The authority of the producer is easily projected onto the product
itself. The GIS expert creates a map of an archaeological landscape, and
the map maintains the authority of the expert and is considered accurate data for interpretation. Similarly, the authority of the 3D scanning
experts and the scanning process itself is projected onto the 3D model;
thus the digital form is assumed to be an accurate and objective copy of
the original because users often do not have the technological literacy, or
the desire, to assess the production techniques and probable accuracy (for
the authority of illustrators, especially after the rise of influence from scientific illustration, or for the “objectivity” or “I was there” of photographs,
see Pillsbury 2012: 18). The appearance of objectivity associated with 3D
recording, and the black-boxing of the production process, ignores the
myriad choices made at all stages of producing 3D representations. These
choices, although seemingly inconsequential, have repercussions for the
quality and accuracy of the final digital model and the knowledge that can
be derived from it.
For this reason, our intention in this publication is to be as transparent as possible about the production process for the Athienou-Malloura
3D models. In the section that follows, we present our justifications for
certain choices made during the production process and the known
impact that these choices have on the final model and user interaction.
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adoption of digital workflows in general, see Gordon et al. 2016; Toumazou et al. 2015). The impetus for this 3D project was a desire to create
high-quality, high-resolution, and accurate digital models of key sculptural pieces for archival purposes as well as to facilitate research off-site.
An additional goal was to enhance the publication of the site with the
inclusion of 3D data to allow readers to engage with the material in
more dynamic ways. Scanning was conducted with the permission of the
Department of Antiquities of The Republic of Cyprus in the summers of
2014, 2016, and 2017 in the Larnaka District Archaeological Museum
and the Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou.
In the course of our scanning, we identified many areas that impacted
the user’s experience with the models, spanning from initial data capture
to final digital viewing. Aside from processing the data obtained using
the scanner and scanning software, we did not edit or adjust the lighting
or color captured during the initial scanning. Thus, the coloring visible
on each of the visualization platforms (3D PDF, 3DHOP on Open Context, and Sketchfab) represents a combination of the photographic quality
captured in the museum and the interface between the 3D digital file
and various visualization platforms, including imperfections or surface
conditions on the model itself. For these reasons, we feel that explicitly
outlining the choices and conditions under which these visualizations
were produced provides a transparent framework for using them to their
fullest potential, while also understanding their potential limitations as
research tools.
Equipment and Software
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The dissemination of a representative selection of limestone and terracotta sculpture from Malloura in 3D, with accurate geometry and realistic
photo-texture, was at the forefront of our research goals. Our first task
was to identify the technology that best matched the material (terracotta
and limestone) and scale of the selected artifacts. We also considered
efficiency since ideally the equipment used for this pilot project would
ultimately be used to scan a much larger selection of AAP material. We
determined that structured light technology offered the best fit since it
worked with objects of matte finish (it does not do well with translucent
surfaces), provided a realistic photo-texture, and created models with
accurate geometry (Counts et al. 2016). Since most of the AAP artifacts
selected for this project ranged in scale from approximately 10–60 cm,
we also needed a system with the flexibility to change the field of view.
Although a technique like computational photogrammetry could have
addressed the range of scales in the assemblage (including over-life-size
pieces), the speed at which the data derived from structured light technology could be processed made it the appropriate choice for a large number
of artifacts. Our choice of technology consequently impacted the resulting
technological affordances of the 3D models and the capabilities of this

Chapter 4: Imaging the Past
Figure 4.6: HDI Advance R1X system setup, including projector (center), Point
Grey cameras (left and right), and Canon DSLR (right).

publication.
The HDI Advance R1X structured light scanner from GoMeasure3D
best fit our research goals and equipment budget (funded by an RGI grant
from the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee);1 the equipment, including
durable cases for transatlantic travel, was purchased in 2016 for under
$15,000. The system consists of a projector, two Point Grey 12 mm cameras that gather surface geometry data, and a Canon EOS Rebel T5 that
captures the photo-texture of the artifact (fig. 4.6). At its most efficient,
this scanner can generate 1.1 million points per scan, with a normal accuracy range of 65–125 μm. An adjustable mount allowed us to change the
field of view in order to scan artifacts of various sizes; it also provided
some flexibility when scanning objects of different, often concave, shapes.
In addition, an automated rotary table that worked in conjunction with
the scanner (instead of a manual setup) increased scanning efficiency.
The output was a model with high-resolution (around 1.5 million faces
for a medium-size object) mesh and high-resolution photo-texture.
The R1X scanner works in conjunction with the proprietary software
FlexScan3D, designed to work seamlessly with this hardware.2 The software allows control over various exposure settings to capture more or less
of the surface geometry, the DSLR camera settings, and the data capture
strategy overall. Since the software processes scans efficiently, we were
able to adjust our capturing strategy in real time, moving the object to
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Figure 4.7: Screenshot of Flexscan3D, used to run the HDI Advance R1X scanner, with “Project Mode” view after the artifact had been scanned and the scanner
disconnected from the laptop.
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allow the scanner to record surfaces from different angles for maximum
coverage. This flexibility meant that no artifact was scanned in exactly the
same way or with a standard number of scans; we could customize our
strategy for each object for best output. Some objects with simple surface
lines (such as a limestone head) required as few as 12 scans, while more
complex artifacts (such as a terracotta chariot model) needed 33.
After scanning, we edited the models with FlexScan3D to adjust for
the distortion sometimes caused by multiple, overlaid photo-textures that
were created when a section was scanned multiple times (fig. 4.7). For
the artifact scans to align, a level of redundancy is required: part of the
surface must be captured in all adjoining scans to allow the software to
recognize aligning surfaces. This redundancy does not affect the point
cloud as it only creates multiple points at the same x, y, and z coordinates, and these points can later be reduced by decimating the model. The
issue with multiple scans, however, is the photo-texture created by the
DSLR camera. These overlapping points are often tied to pixels of different colors, caused by taking multiple photographs of an object at slightly
different angles and creating slightly different shadows and shading. The
aligned scans then produce an amalgam of the various photo-textures
that do not precisely match the coloring of the original artifact. This issue
is a complicating factor for working with structured light scanning (pers.
comm. Stephan Hassam and Davide Tanasi, 2018). Since we were able to
process the scans while still in the museum with the objects, we were able
to remove certain redundant points and textures without impacting the
integrity of the entire model. A sophisticated and stable lighting system/
environment may have ameliorated this problem; however, this was not
possible with our workspace and budget.
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Figure 4.8: Workstation setup in a Bronze Age gallery of the Larnaka District
Archaeological Museum, 2016.
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Figure 4.9: Two scans of the same object illustrating the differences in scale
resulting from improper calibration.
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Figure 4.10: Two models of terracotta robed female figurine AAP-AM-1366+1595:
Left: Low-resolution model created using HDI Advance R1X system in 2016,
which lacks fine details; Right: Model created using HDI Advance R1X system in
2017, which includes the coroplast’s fingerprints.
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Scanning Conditions
Scanning conditions also impacted the final models. The Larnaka District Archaeological Museum and the Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of
Athienou generously provided workspaces for our scanning. In the Larnaka museum, we were given permission to use the Bronze Age galleries
due to renovations that impacted the availability of study spaces that the
museum usually offers researchers (fig. 4.8); this large space had overhead
fluorescent light coupled with natural light from windows that changed
throughout the day and reflected differently off artifact surfaces. This
resulted in models with variable hues due to the changing light conditions,
which necessitated having the artifact present during the post-processing
phase in order to check the color and hue of the object against the scans.
In the museum in Athienou, we were provided space in one of the exhi-

File Types and Visualization Platforms
There is no standard to archive, visualize, and disseminate digital archaeological data, especially 3D data, and this has become a source of debate
(Kansa and Kansa 2013; Reinhard 2015; Richards 2006; Štular and
Štuhec 2015). The use of technology in archaeological research has outpaced the infrastructure managing it. As a result, archaeological projects
have adopted different approaches to disseminating 3D files via open-access repositories and visualizers.
We used FlexScan3D, the proprietary software that runs the R1X
scanner, to create the initial 3D model from the scan data. The file type
produced, however, can only be used with FlexScan3D. Therefore, we
exported each model as different file types (e.g., OBJ, PLY) to allow viewing in other applications. The OBJ files are accompanied by a BMP file that
contains the photo-texture and an MTL file (MTL files tell the software
how the texture is applied to the 3D surface), since they were finalized in
FlexScan3D with a single texture that wraps the mesh. In turn, the PLY
files include a color per vertex photo-texture. (The file format does not
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bition halls. We relied almost exclusively on natural light and thus had
to account for changing light positions and intensity throughout the day.
In addition to the physical workspace conditions, the system had to
be calibrated after setup each day (and again if any adjustments were
made) to ensure accurate calculations of the surface points within the
field of view. Different setups and calibration boards were used depending
on the size of the artifact. Improper calibration significantly impacted the
scale and quality of the final 3D model, as illustrated in figure 4.9. The left
model was created after we mistakenly recorded the calibration square
sizes as 15 mm rather than 20 mm, while the right model is calibrated correctly. Note the difference in scale even though the models look identical.
The impact of these multiple factors (hardware and software, workspace and lighting, proper setup and calibration) on the final models
is apparent in this catalogue. For example, a terracotta female figurine
(AAP-AM-1366+1595) was initially scanned during our 2016 season at
the Kallinikeio Municipal Museum of Athienou using the HDI Advance
R1X scanner calibrated with a medium-scale board with 15 mm squares.
In addition to less focused features, the resolution of the model was not
high enough to detect an important feature of the original artifact: the
fingerprints visible on the lower back side of the figurine. This figurine
was re-scanned in 2017 with the same equipment to create a higher-resolution and more accurate model. For the second scanning, we used a
small-scale calibration board with 5 mm squares and narrowed the field
of view of the cameras. The resulting model has a much higher resolution,
more refined details, and the fingerprints on the back of the figurine are
now visible (fig. 4.10).
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determine whether the color is represented by a single texture or a color
per vertex. The differences in this project were based on how each file
would be used in the different visualization platforms.) The differences
in photo-texture impact the appearance of the models (e.g., the color per
vertex texture tends to highlight the different shading and shadows from
multiple scans overlapping, discussed above).
The viewing platform further impacts how the models appear and
how users interact with them. Since each visualizer uses different rendering algorithms, generated lighting conditions, and tools available to
analyze the model, the interaction can differ widely across platforms. To
overcome these limitations and provide our models with contextual information and metadata, we linked our 3D data across several platforms to
maximize options for viewing and studying and at the same time providing a higher level of data stability. The visualizer in Adobe Acrobat
Reader has an issue with the artificial lighting, often giving the artifacts
a metallic look. However, the advantage of this platform is that since it is
not directly tied to the web and embeds the 3D models within the context
and commentary of the publication, it can be utilized off-line in the same
way as a traditional print publication (on the problems with linear narrative monographs and the advantages of web publication, see Opitz 2018;
Tringham 2004; Tringham and Stevanović 2012). PDFs have proven to be
more presistent than many other file types, thus mitigating the constant
maintenance and upgrading that may occur with other manifestations of
3D artifact models.
To provide alternative viewing opportunities with different benefits
and limitations, each entry is linked to two external, online platforms:
Open Context and Sketchfab (see “How to Use This Book” for more
details). For our models, we believe Sketchfab offers the best visualizer in
terms of photo-texture and appearance. Sketchfab, designed to share and
publish 3D and VR content, has been used by archaeologists and cultural
heritage professionals because of its ease of use and the ability to embed
the visualizer in any website. Sketchfab also offers an annotation feature
that allows uploaders to add notes on specific points on a model. A significant drawback to this service, however, is the lack of substantial context
or metadata associated with each model. While one can add brief commentary and annotations to accompany each model, space is limited and
often models are uploaded with no contextual data. Additionally, models
are rarely provided with paradata (detailing specifics of the equipment,
software, etc. used) and are not archived in any capacity. Finally, another
major drawback is that once/if Sketchfab discontinues services, the data
will be lost. For this reason, we use Open Context as the primary online
publication and archive for AAP data.
The third visualizer is available in the Open Context online publication through 3DHOP (see Potenziani et al. 2015).3 Each Open Context
catalogue entry includes a 3D model and has a unique Archival Research

A Call for Transparency
The construction of archaeological narratives and the possible misrepresentation of data can sometimes be traced to the ways data are produced,
disseminated, and utilized. As noted at the start of this chapter, the process by which archaeological data are recorded and represented in analog
or digital media has always been a subjective exercise, characterized by
the choices made by the producer and the limitations of the data itself
or the platform used for documentation and/or presentation. Maps, for
example, stand as the primary means to record and convey spatial archae-
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Key. Because of the multistage loading of the model, however, some users
may at first see an early stage rendering of an artifact, which is blurry
while it continues to load; users are encouraged to wait for the full resolution model to load. While this feature was intended to allow large data
to load quickly and in stages, it has some repercussions. The models can
also be downloaded from Open Context as OBJ files, which allows users
to employ other platforms for visualization (e.g., MeshLab, Unity).
The dissemination of our models and their associated metadata on
multiple platforms not only provides another “view” of the artifact, but also
allows us to archive across platforms. It is becoming increasingly important to consider the long-term legacy of archaeological data archives and
publications (Richards-Rissetto and von Schwerin 2017). The swift rate
of software and hardware development means that many file types may
not be usable five years after they are produced unless vigilantly updated.
Approaching this publication from a view toward duplicating the data in
multiple forms and locations will hopefully aid the longevity of the data.
This is somewhat uncharted territory, and we are excited that this
publication is moving the conversation forward. There is a notable lack
of established conventions for recording and disseminating metadata
for publishing 3D data. Indeed, some of the most widely used platforms
for displaying 3D archaeological data on the internet present little or no
metadata. As we have outlined, the processes involved in the production of 3D data, however, can significantly alter the final product. Thus,
we argue that transparency regarding the model production and associated metadata is imperative and should become established practice.
The result would be a close connection between the primary visual data
and the metadata. For this project we developed protocols for recording
metadata that maintain the integrity of the production process and that
connect the physical artifact with its digital 3D model. The properties
recorded for each artifact model were developed based on the Dublin
Core Metadata Initiative. The metadata are presented both in the PDF
and in the Open Context online entries. Each field was chosen because we
deemed it significant for understanding the 3D model in its context—its
archaeological context as well as its creation as a digital representation.
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ological datasets. During the act of fieldwork, archaeologists go through a
process to articulate three-dimensional physical experiences in a two-dimensional map (Witmore 2004, 2006, 2013). These data are constantly
manipulated through their “lives” to capture what the producer views as
important to record or to display. The illusion of objective data is thus
manifest through media or other forms of archaeological data dissemination. Mary Leighton (2015) notes how the final products of archaeological
fieldwork (e.g., a map or Harris Matrix) are often highly standardized and
actually hide the variation that exists in the practice of different archaeological communities. At every step of the archaeological process, we are
responsible for creating the resulting archaeological knowledge (Lucas
2001).
It is our goal to shine a light on the creation of these 3D artifact representations by highlighting the process of production. This is done in
part through the presentation of the content. In each platform used in
this publication, metadata that includes the scanning process are coupled
with the 3D data. In the catalogue section, each entry maintains an internal link to the object’s metadata, which is included in an index at the back
that was created for this project. Furthermore, each artifact record within
Open Context is tied directly to the metadata recorded for each 3D model.
We are acutely aware that 3D data are not particularly suited to the display of additional metadata (Koller et al. 2009). This disjunction between
the visualization, as one manifestation of archaeological knowledge, and
the process by which it was created is perhaps how misconstructions of
authority and misplaced objectivity become entangled with representations (Garstki 2018; Morgan and Wright 2018; see also Pillsbury 2012: 3
for a similar process of creating authority and objectivity for illustrations).
The creation of knowledge lies at the heart of archaeological practice. As such, the subjective creation of archaeological media is intimately
tied to the way archaeological knowledge is created, disseminated, and
consumed within the larger historical narrative. The overarching goal of
this publication is to provide access to artifact data not easily available
due to the location of the physical objects in Cyprus and the protocols
around access to museum storerooms, but also a genuine desire to make
these artifacts available to a wide audience and not simply the “privileged researcher” (Papadopoulos et al. 2019: 637; see also Morris et al.
2018: 50). Yet, inherent is the mediation that exists between the original
artifact and the final 3D model; we are translating data created with a
piece of equipment and software into a visual representation of a physical
artifact. Indeed, as noted above, this mediation exists in all interactions
with archaeological data—databases, notebooks, narrative descriptions,
archaeological photographs, artifact illustrations, and excavation plan
and maps. In fact, the very process of using these standardized methods
of visualizing archaeological data constrains the interaction with this
information, and as Ruth M. Van Dyke suggests (2006: 372), “they convert complex, embodied spatial experiences into sterile measurements
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and abstractions” (but see, for example, Webmoor 2005; Witmore 2009;
The Other Acropolis).4 This type of mediation exists because archaeological practice inherently involves the transformation of the material world
into a paper or digital archive (Lucas 2001; Witmore 2009). Archaeological data almost always has to be standardized in order to make it
understandable to users, and herein lies the authority of the producer and
mediator of the data. As Michael Shanks argued for photographs (1997:
74), they “may be used to provide authority based upon the notions of
presence and seeing.” In the case of 3D models, authority is packaged in
the “black box” technology used to create them and provides a structure
for how researchers will interact with them (Garstki 2018). Playing off
this authority, publications tend to relegate the production process to
the background rather than highlighting that producers of visual data
in archaeology are creative makers (cf. Morgan 2009; Perry 2014). The
product we are left with from the makers is a biased one, and whether
intentional or not, these biases seep into the archivable archaeological
record of final reports, articles, or artifact catalogues.
The processes involved in producing a 3D model may impact the
creation of knowledge through the interaction with the digital form. For
example, we can point to the small terracotta figurine discussed above
that was scanned at two calibration settings, one of which allowed for the
visualization of fingerprints on the back of the artifact, the other which
did not (fig. 4.10). If we were to publish only the model lacking visible
fingerprints, this feature of the figurine may never be incorporated into
the larger body of knowledge on Cypriot terracottas or discussions about
individual craftworkers. Choices, environmental factors, technological
capabilities, and the basic knowledge of the producer all have a direct
impact on the production of 3D models, and these representations play
an important role in the creation of archaeological knowledge through
their use in research.
Unfortunately, this discussion about the impact of 3D models is in
many ways hypothetical; we have yet to see the real long-term impact
of these digital representations on archaeological research despite their
increasing use in the discipline. This is in large part due to the current
limitations in publishing 3D data and the struggle with their use beyond
a project-by-project basis. However, other areas of digital or virtual
archaeology have brought to the fore the larger impacts of digital data
on archaeological epistemology and ethics (see, for example, the August
2019 special issue of the European Journal of Archaeology; Papadopoulos
et al. 2019: 628–29, with references).
With a greater awareness of the potential impacts that these technologies can have, there has been increasing attention on the use and ethics
of 3D digital technologies to preserve destroyed or threatened heritage
(Bond 2016; Bentkowska-Kafel and MacDonald 2017; Cunliffe 2016;
Thompson 2017). As exemplified by the well-known reconstruction of
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Figure 4.11: Reconstruction of the Arch of Triumph from Palmyra in 2016 by the
Institute for Digital Archaeology using 3D printing technology. (Soulfingerclivey/
CC BY-SA 4.0)
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the Arch of Triumph from Palmyra (fig. 4.11), these digital models and
print re-creations are often exempt from regulations for physical cultural
heritage. As Roshni Khunti (2017) asserts, digital re-creations and prints
often ignore ethical expectations by downplaying the contemporary circumstances surrounding the destruction of cultural heritage, by failing
to be transparent about authenticity and accuracy, by limiting openness
and access to the data, and finally by encouraging hasty reconstruction of
destroyed heritage without consideration of the local context and needs of
the community (see also Jeffrey 2015; Jones et al. 2017).
More recently, a project by Google Arts & Culture has provided virtual access to Brazil’s Museu Nacional in Rio de Janeiro, in collaboration
with the museum, following the devastating loss of objects, information,
and access due to a fire that broke out in September 2018.5 Based on a
digitization project that began two years before the fire, virtual access
to the museum and its collections is now possible through “high-resolution photography, photogrammetry, 3D laser scanning, and virtual and
augmented reality” (Coughenour 2018). The director of the museum,
Alexander Kellner, proclaimed that “it is important to stress that the
National Museum, despite having lost a significant part of its collection,
has not lost its ability to generate knowledge!” (Google Arts & Culture
n.d.).6 Another recent event further illustrates the potential for 3D data
to aid in reconstruction: after the catastrophic burning of Notre-Dame
Cathedral in 2019, previously collected 3D data (by the late architectural
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historian Andrew Tallon and others) will prove essential in reconstruction
(Sandron and Tallon 2020). The sea of 3D documentation, exemplified by
these projects, is growing daily and challenges us to rethink questions of
documentation, interpretation, and access to global heritage. It is with
many of these concerns in mind that this project and publication have
been designed, with a goal to present these visual data in ways that remain
open and transparent.
Perhaps an unintended consequence of the rapid adoption of digital technologies in archaeological work is that a necessary reevaluation
of archaeological practice is inevitable. Apart from the analytical impact
these digital technologies may have on the discipline, a real epistemological benefit that may arise is a challenge of the implicit aspects of
archaeological practice. Being forced to wrestle with the full implications
of our actions during the production of digital data also urges us to reevaluate the processes of excavating, recording, analyzing, and disseminating
archaeological data. This type of reevaluation is already underway, in
part thanks to the increasingly reflective use of digital archaeology (e.g.,
Averett et al. 2016; Beale and Reilly 2017; Caraher 2016; Dallas 2015;
Huggett 2004, 2015a, 2015b, 2017; Huggett et al. 2018; Huvila and Huggett 2018). It furthermore requires us to revisit the long-standing contrast
between perceived objectivity and subjective production in visual representations like illustration and photography. As those working with these
digital tools grapple with their full epistemological impact, it may spur a
reevaluation of related practices that are implicated in digital archaeology,
specifically, but not limited to, archaeological visualization. In the case
of our 3D models, working through best practices to disseminate these
data urged us to consider what metadata are necessary, ethical, and useful to include in the publication. In turn, the creation of these metadata
provided an avenue for us to reflect on how we produced these representations, particularly the choices and conditions that may have impacted the
final products. By extension, we had to consider how our role in the production of these models could impact their use in archaeological research
down the line. Therefore, it was our use of these digital technologies that
stimulated an internal challenge to the otherwise “straightforward” processes of documentation and dissemination.
Archaeological interpretation requires a look outside the immediate
site or excavation to other places that have produced similar assemblages—looking at artifacts and other archaeological material that is not
directly at our fingertips. This “looking” includes studying artifact catalogues and excavation reports, scrolling through photos posted online,
and now manipulating a 3D model. Rarely do we have the luxury of traveling back and forth to museum collections in various countries to assess
all of these materials firsthand, and so it is our interaction with these
representational forms that constitutes the bulk of our interaction with
archaeological material. This access, or rather lack thereof, to physical
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artifacts is precisely why it is incumbent upon the producers of 3D models
to explicitly outline the processes of production. As we present new ways
of looking at archaeological material, and are taking the time to reevaluate the processes by which visual data are created and used, projects such
as this book serve as examples of the ways that digital technologies provide an interaction with archaeological material that is transparent and
grounded in a practice-based view of archaeological research.
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CONCLUSION
THE FUTURE IS NOW:
ARCHAEOLOGICAL DIGITAL PUBLICATION
Erin Walcek Averett and Derek B. Counts
In many ways, Visualizing Votive Practice is janiform. On the one
hand, as a publication of a selection of objects from the excavations at
Athienou-Malloura, this volume looks back to a persistent tradition
of archaeological catalogues that illustrate, describe, and contextualize material data. On the other hand, in the context of Mediterranean
archaeology in general and Cypriot archaeology in particular, this book
is innovative and forward-looking in both its organization (going beyond
the status quo established by publications of Cypriot sculpture by weaving limestone and terracotta together into a single catalogue) and in its
presentation (breaking the mold of print-based catalogues by presenting born-digital data as 3D models in three tandem, digital, open-access
platforms). As authors, we have embraced this role as provocateurs and
hope that our response pushes forward the ongoing conversations on the
development and dissemination of 3D visual data in archaeological publications and situates the present monograph within broader trends in
the discipline.
Beyond the content, culled from one of the largest collections of scientifically excavated sculptures since the Swedish Cyprus Expedition,
our hope is that researchers worldwide will consult this publication to
see, test, and respond critically to our efforts to integrate born-digital
3D data into an archaeological publication. As noted, 3D visualization
technology is becoming commonplace in the tool kit of archaeologists. As
archaeologists and heritage professionals utilize these dynamic methods
for documenting and studying artifacts, we must develop fully integrated
resources that not only allow unfiltered access to information, but also
facilitate new types of interaction and lead to new research questions.
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This project has taken a step in this direction by the creation of a linked,
open-access catalogue of artifacts, which includes user-accessible, accurate (in both geometry and texture) 3D artifact models fully integrated
with traditional descriptive and contextual information. Three-dimensional models represent more dynamic and accessible representations
of their original forms, yet also allow for limitless, nondestructive study.
Thus, this publication also addresses cultural heritage preservation issues
by creating a digital tool to work directly with artifactual material, significantly reducing the direct impact on, or exposure to, the material record
at no cost.
As laid out in the Introduction, the history of artifact catalogues in
archaeology is long and rich. Yet, more importantly, the essential goal of
such catalogues—to describe, illustrate, and disseminate material data—
has remained essentially unchanged even as archaeological publication
has adopted new approaches, technologies, and platforms. As a result,
the arrival of a fully digital catalogue of archaeological objects, modeled
in 3D, should not be surprising. To the contrary, given the emergence of
digital archaeology and the most recent developments in archaeological
recording and publishing related to born-digital data, it is a natural progression. Still, a project like this, which seeks to bridge a divide between
emerging approaches and long-standing traditions in Cypriot archaeology, requires some self-reflection. Why 3D? After all, the infrastructure
(e.g., financial means, hardware and software, time/energy) required to
produce high-quality, publishable models is substantial. Do 3D models
provide more, or better, information? Do they also offer more knowledge? How does a digital platform impact presentation and knowledge
acquisition? Traditional print catalogues have always utilized images to
accompany formal descriptions and analyses, but a digital platform can
embed a visualization interface that allows the user direct interaction
with the 3D artifact model. As a supplement to other forms of data (e.g.,
description, context, date, commentary), photo-realistic 3D digital models do provide new and different information for researchers not available
through 2D images alone. For example, tools embedded within the visualization software allow users to rotate and zoom, measure, adjust lighting,
and turn off photo-textures. Users are no longer beholden to a single view
dictated by the author’s choice of 2D image, instead they are free to visually engage in the tactile experience of holding, turning over, and studying
an artifact firsthand. One is also able to compare two objects virtually
(and/or even check for joins among possible matches). These new digital
tools also provide unprecedented remote access to objects and enhance
our ability to manipulate datasets and conduct comparative analyses.
Just as Chapter 4 underscores that archaeology, as an inherently
modern discipline, embraced modern technological tools from the
beginning (e.g., photography, survey equipment, and more recently digital tools), it should come as no surprise that the field has also begun to
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embrace 21st-century methods of disseminating this knowledge. These
new publishing platforms often encourage concepts valued by digital
archaeologists, including open access, Linked Open Data, transparency,
and outreach (Averett and Counts 2020; Caraher 2017; Kansa et al. 2011;
Lake 2012). New approaches to publication are, in many ways, simply
efforts to harness new technology and media to communicate the complexities of the archaeological record and help readers by linking data
and interpretation more effectively. How to communicate visual data has
always been a challenge in our field and there has always been a desire
to visualize archaeological material in publications. Our world is 3D;
archaeology is 3D. And the struggle to capture this (whether landscapes,
stratigraphy, sites, architecture, or artifacts) has been at the center of
innovations in publishing.
As a digital platform, the potential for a book like Visualizing Votive
Practice to challenge the linear nature of traditional publication and
the dependence on the authority of final publications is significant. For
example, a catalogue such as this can remain fluid, updated each season
with newly-discovered terracotta and limestone sculptures, links to new
or revised stratigraphic data or information related to new finds, associated artifacts, and existing comparanda. Sculptural fragments published
previously can be reunited with newly discovered joins and republished
together. As objects are photographed, scanned, described, and analyzed,
the more traditional interpretive facets of their existence can be integrated
with digital dissemination. Narrative analyses can be easily updated and
linked to new information, from excavation manuals to project information that is consulted in the field, providing relational knowledge that
supports various readings of the site, the objects, and archaeological work.
In other words, standard interpretive moves that locate an object within
an archaeological context are now disseminated in an innovative, organic,
and open way. In archaeology, the “final publication” is rarely final, so why
not create tools and platforms (i.e., publications) that are additive and
malleable? Significantly, these interventions on Open Context can be
tracked through version control and digital time stamps, offering transparency to the user in much the same way—albeit more efficient and
cost-effective—that revised, reprinted editions are distinguished from
earlier outputs. The decision to embrace digital media both in new ways
and within existing scholarly conventions is at least partly in the hands of
the archaeological community.
There are, however, legitimate complications to a model of open,
additive, archaeological publications. For example, some countries
remain hesitant to allow digital publication of archaeological data, and
it goes without saying that all forms of publication, but particularly those
presented in a highly accessible way, must remain sensitive to the cultural
interests of communities impacted by archaeological work. In other cases,
3D models are viewed differently than more traditional forms of archae-
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ological data and restrictions placed on them (publication rights, for
example) are either more stringent or unspecified. On a more subversive
note, academic and professional institutions increasingly are beholden to
the use of standardized metrics to assess research productivity and these
tend to be calibrated to traditional print publications. It is not unappealing to break that system intentionally. But we must also recognize that
such institutions tightly regulate hiring, tenure, and promotion processes
that might undervalue (or not acknowledge) forms of publication that
do not adhere to traditional modes. In this way, the sort of publication
strategy presented here might present an obstacle to graduate students,
contingent and independent scholars, and even junior faculty who might
not have the academic luxury of challenging institutional status quos.
By pushing the boundaries of traditional catalogue publication, and
by offering one model for the publication of 3D models and the preservation of their metadata, we hope to take a small step toward the systematic
integration of born-digital representational data and the publication of
archaeological material. Our goal is to problematize 3D models within
academic research and to push ourselves to consider not only how they
compel us to publish objects differently, but also to see and think about
them differently.
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Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
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Title: Male Votary Head with Conical Helmet
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/5/2016
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Object Number: AAP-AM-2740
Title: Pan Statuette Head
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/4/2016
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Object Number: AAP-AM-2800
Title: Votary Right Hand with Bird
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/12/2016
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Object Number: AAP-AM-2883
Title: Male Votary Head with Vegetal Wreath
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/21/2016
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Object Number: AAP-AM-3080
Title: Button-eyed Grotesque Protome
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/4/2016
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 28 3D scans taken
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Object Number: AAP-AM-3350
Title: Cypriot-Herakles Statuette Hand holding Lion
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 9/7/2016
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 27 3D scans taken
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Faces: 261432
Vertices: 522856
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Title: Charioteer
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/21/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
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Institution: Davidson
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Object Number: AAP-AM-3646
Title: Fragmentary Male Votary Head
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/22/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 20 3D scans taken
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Object Number: AAP-AM-3945
Title: Votary Left Hand with Fruit
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/5/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 28 3D scans taken
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Faces: 122161
Vertices: 244104
Object Number: AAP-AM-4360
Title: Quadriga Chariot Group
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/6/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
Format: 3D
Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 26 3D scans taken
Institution: Davidson
Faces: 1163128
Vertices: 2326250
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Object Number: AAP-AM-4457
Title: Votary Right Hand with Phiale
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/27/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
Format: 3D
Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 33 3D scans taken
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Faces: 908816
Vertices: 1819635
Object Number: AAP-AM-4631
Title: Bearded Male Mask
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/21/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 25 3D scans taken
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Faces: 236942
Vertices: 473883
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Title: Male Votary Head with Fillet
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/22/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
Format: 3D
Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
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Institution: Davidson
Faces: 258829
Vertices: 517660
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Object Number: AAP-AM-4653
Title: Male Votary Figurine with Conical Helmet
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/21/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
Format: 3D
Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 21 3D scans taken
Institution: Davidson
Faces: 218525
Vertices: 436409
Object Number: AAP-AM-4929
Title: Artemis Statuette
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/29/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
Format: 3D
Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 27 3D scans taken
Institution: Davidson
Faces: 550465
Vertices: 1100933
Object Number: AAP-AM-5115
Title: Female Mask
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 6/22/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
Format: 3D
Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 23 3D scans taken
Institution: Davidson
Faces: 412407
Vertices: 824065
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Object Number: AAP-AM-5126
Title: Limestone Dancing Statuette
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/1/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
Format: 3D
Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 15 3D scans taken
Institution: Davidson
Faces: 364346
Vertices: 728684
Object Number: AAP-AM-5140
Title: Male Warrior Figurine Head
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/7/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 26 3D scans taken
Institution: Davidson
Faces: 331281
Vertices: 662560
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Title: Warrior Figurine
Creator(s): Kevin Garstki; Derek Counts; Erin Averett
Scanning Date: 7/8/2016
Imagine Technique: Structured Light Scanning
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Equipment: HDI Advanced R1X Scanner from GoMeaure3D, with a
Canon Rebel T5 EOS 1200D (18 megapixels). Created with FlexScan3D
Capturing Strategy: 25 3D scans taken
Institution: Davidson
Faces: 527401
Vertices: 1054762
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